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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
There is little doubt that social stratification exists 
in America. Social scientists of various orientations accept 
1 
this observation as valid. It is true that social scientists 
are concerned about the confusion of terms which prevents 
clarity and conciseness in the exchange of ideas on the sub-
ject; there is admittedly discord on the question of whether 
the system is manifested in a social hierarchy which is con-
tinuous from top to bottom or composed of several discrete 
classes; contentions abound as to the most effective methodo -
logical procedures; however, these and other known areas of 
disagreement do not undermine the general agreement that social 
2 
stratification is very evident in American life. Following 
the lead of Robert and Helen Lynd who on the basis of field 
observations outlined the class structure of Middletown in 
1Paul K. Hatt, and Virginia Ktsanes, "Patterns of American 
Stratification as Reflected in Selected Social Science Litera-
ture," American Sociological Review, Vol. 17, Dec., 1952, 
pp. 670-672. 
2
see Paul K. Hatt, "Stratification in Mass Society," 
American Sociological Review, Vol. 15, 1950, pp. 216-222; 
Harold Pfautz, "The Current Literature on Social Stratification: 
Critique and Bibliography," American Journal of Sociology, 
Vol. 58, Jan., 1953, pp. 391-418. 
3 
the late 20's , American sociologists developed a research 
orientation which netted a mass of data giving statistical 
support to the concept of social stratification. Even in 
areas that proclaimed democratic purity, scientific scrutiny 
4 
has revealed the functional operation of a status system. 
This new information has not brought into being, however, 
complete understanding of the nature of stratification and 
the principal factors on which it is based. 
The factors which have been established as providing 
the basis for the stratification system have been, in the main, 
derived from studies carried out in similar type neighbor-
hoods--old, stable, integrated; so invariably many investi-
gators reached similar conclusions. Hence, the suggestion 
by Form that studies be undertaken in communities which 
differ in type and amounts of stratification seems highly 
appropriate; 5 for such studies raise the possibility of dis-
covering new principles or modifying old ones. Systems of 
stratification may well differ so that in the attempt to build 
stratification theory, one of the significant steps along the 
way might be to consider empirically Form's inquiry; "Which 
3 
Robert S . and Helen Lynd, Middletown, New York: Harcourt 
Brace, 1929. 
4James West, Plainville, U.S.A., New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1945. 
5 
William H. Form, "Status Stratification in a Planned 
Community," American Soc iological Review, Vol. 10, Oct ., 1945, 
pp. 605. 
2 
6 factors are crucial for which type of stratification?" 
The factors of wealth, place of residence, quality of 
3 
housing, age, occupation, and race which are broadly accepted 
as relevant stratification indices, have been found to apply 
in old, stable, heterogeneous communities--communities in which 
time and circumstances have spatially and socially segregated 
7 
these heterogeneous elements. These communities have had 
fairly complete economic, political, and social structures 
whose development and perpetuation have been most influenced 
by the groups whom investigations reveal as being at the top 
. 8 
of the social h~erarchy. 
The extensive development of planned communities in 
America has increased the possibility of further expansion of 
the knowledge of social stratification . For in these communi-
ties, the social characteristics of the population and the 
architectural design of the area are arbitrarily controlled 
in keeping with a comprehensive plan. This circumstance is 
6 
, "Stratification In Low and Mi ddle Income 
--------~------~-Housing Areas," Journal of Social Issues, Vol. 7, 1951, p. 118. 
7 
Theodore Caplow and Robert Forman, "Neighborhood Inter-
action In A Homogeneous Community," American Sociological 
Review, Vol. 15, June, 1950, p. 366. 
8 
John F. Cuber and William F. Kenkel, Social Stratifi-
cation In The United States, New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 
Inc., 1954, pp. 76-79. 
4 
especially true in public housing projects where individual 
preferencesof future tenants have even less influence in the 
formation of the master plan than in private developments. 
Studies by William H. Form, and others in middle income housing 
projects and in more or less homogeneous populations have de-
monstrated the importance of physical design, and organiza-
tional participation in the determination of one's place in 
9 
the social structure. 
In the light of the material presented above the writer 
feels that answers to the following questions will broaden 
and enhance our understanding of social stratification: What 
is the probable type and amount of stratification that exist 
in a planned, low income, heterogeneous community? What are 
the effective prestige factors in a community void of economic 
and political structures? What factors other than social 
group characteristics may influence a person's position in the 
social hierarchy? 
Several community and psychological leadership studies 
suggest factors that convey social prestige in relation to 
and perhaps independently of social status groups. The com-
munity studies reveal personal characteristics and attitudes 
which community leaders share to a far greater extent than 
9 See Form, "Status Stratification in a Planned Community," 
op. cit., pp. 605-613; Caplow and Forman, op. cit., pp. 357-366; 
Leon Festinger, Stanley Shachter, and Kurt Back, Social Pres-
sures In Informal Groups, New York: Harper and Bros., 1950. 
others within the population and even within their own status 
10 
group. Psychological studies in leadership also suggest 
personality traits and behavior patterns which leaders and 
11 
persons of prestige almost universally possess. 
This study presents a Public Housing Project community 
which is unique as compared to other areas in which social 
stratification studies have been carried out in the past. It 
5 
is a planned, low income, socially heterogeneous population and 
neither time nor circumstance has as yet segregated the hetero-
geneous elements. The primary purpose of this study is to as-
certain the extent to which these differences have significance 
for the field of social stratification. This investigator 
hypothesizes that in this community: firstly, aperson's posi-
tion in the social hierarchy will be determined by personal 
attitudes and behavior patterns rather than by social group 
characteristics as found in the old, stable, integrated popu-
lation; secondly, persons occupying the highest positions in 
the social hierarchy will not constitute a social status group 
nor will they be so perceived by the community. 
10 . See Frank Steward, " Study of Influence ~n Southtown II," 
Sociometry, Vol. 10, Aug. 1947, pp. 273 - 286; Floyd Hunter , 
Community Power Structure, Chapel Hill: University of North 
Carolina Press, 1953, p. 67. 
11 
Theodore Newcomb, Social Psychology, New York: Dryden 
Press, Inc. 1950, pp. 650-654. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This review will examine some of the literature which 
documents the existence of social stratification in America, 
but at the same time reveals the confusion and inadequacy of 
knowledge relative to the underlying principles on which it 
is based. Writings will be considered which register recog-
nition of this inadequacy and offer suggestions for its 
modification. These writings provided the impetus for the 
preparation of this monograph. Some works dealing with (1) 
the relationship of community heterogeneity and the stratifica-
tion system and (2) individual leadership characteristics will 
be discussed. These works provided the background for the 
hypotheses which guided the collection of data found in the 
body of this dissertation. 
Social Stratification: Agreement and Controversy 
Social stratification is a generally accepted phenomenon 
in American life. This popular acceptance is well supported 
by wide spread documentation in sociological literature. Even 
though definitions vary, most scholars agree that American 
society is characterized by a "relative ranking of the popu-
1 
lation along some value hierarchy." According to Charles H. 
1 
Harold W. Pfautz, "The Current Literature On Social 
Stratification," American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 58, Jan., 
1953, p. 392. 
7 
Page, the "Fathers". of American sociology using class as their 
basic concept formulated two approaches to the study of 
stratification. One was the consideration of class as a 
"group demarcated by economic factors" and the other was a 
conception of class based on the subjective elements of class 
consciousness. The contributions of these pioneers were con-
fined to theorizing and analysis with no attempt made to carry 
'f' . . 1 h 2 out spec~ ~c emp~r~ca researc . 
The Lynds dramatized the value of specific empirical re-
search with the class-focused report of their investigation of 
Middletown, a mid-western American community. 3 This was fol-
lowed in 1941 by the work of Lloyd Warner and his associates 
whose efforts in the area of stratification over the past quarter 
century have been most productive and renowned. Beginning with 
his Yankee City Series, Warner initiated the experiment of 
utilizing the techniques developed by anthropology in the at-
tempt to achieve a more adequate understanding of American 
society. 4 Warner, his associates, and disciples reportedly 
found the populations in their loci of investigation arranged 
in hierarchical groupings, each group with its distinct style 
2 
Charles H. Page, Class and American Society: From Ward To 
Ross, New York: Dial Press, 1940, pp. 250-253. 
3 Robert S. and Helen Lynd, Middletown, New York: Harcourt 
Brace, 1929. 
4 
W. Lloyd Warner and Paul S. Lunt, The Social Life of A 
Modern Community, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1941, 
Chap. 5. 
8 
style of life and primary contacts reserved for ingroup mem-
bers. Warner and colleagues found six status groups in a New 
England town of 17,000, each with defined characteristics and 
. d 5 att~tu es. Five such groups were discovered in a mid-western 
town of 6,000, 6 and a similar number were observed in a south-
. 7 
ern town of approx~mately 10,000. The Warner school boldly 
proclaimed the stratification pictures they developed from their 
studies in these communities as representative of the total 
A . . 8 mer~can soc~ety. 
Warner and his associates have in no sense traveled a 
lonely path. Other scholars have given theoretical and factual 
support to the concept of social c lasses. For example, Maciver 
and Page presented a trichotomy of upper, middle, and lower 
classes as the format of the national class lines; 9 Richard 
Centers, as a result of his study based on a national sample 
of the American white male population, demonstrated the positive 
5 
Ibid., Chap. 5. 
6 W. Lloyd Warner and Associates, Democracy in Jonesville, 
New York: Harper and Bros., 1949, pp. 22- 28. 
7Allison Davis, 
Deep South, Chicago: 
59-83. 
Burleigh B. Gardner, and Mary R. Gardner, 
University of Chicago Press, 1941, pp. 
8 W. Lloyd Warner, American Life, Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1953, p. 52. 
9 Robert M. Maciver, and Charles H. Page, Society: An 
Introductory Analysis, New York: Rinehart & Co., 1949, pp. 
348-383. 
association of social class and politico-economic interests; 
Harold Kaufman in a New York rural community isolated eleven 
prestige groups with the majority of the population falling 
11 
in the large middle class. 
Several scholars have broken with the rigid concept of 
class and have attempted to establish the idea of a status 
continuum. This attack initiated, in the main, by theorists 
contend that there are no social classes in America in the 
9 
sense of their being perceived by persons as discrete entities. 
They may be presented as such only for the simplicity of ex-
12 
planation and comprehension. Researchers have presented 
their findings in the effort to give support to the continuum 
theory. William Kenkel reported that his investigation in 
13 
Columbus, Ohio , revealed a system of continuous status series. 
10 
Richard Centers, The Psychology of Social Classes, 
Princeton : Princeton University Press, 1949. 
11 Harold Kaufman, ''Prestige Classes in a New York Rural 
Community" in Reinhard Bendix and Seymour Lipset, eds., Class, 
Status and Power: A Reader in Social Stratification, Glencoe: 
Illinois, the Free Press, 1953, pp. 190-203. 
12 . See Ol~ver Cox, Caste, Class, and Race: A Study in 
Social Dynamics, Graden City: Doubleday and Company, Inc., 1948, 
p. 305; George C. Romans, English Villages of the Thirteenth 
Century, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1941, p. 232; 
Pitirim Sorokin, Society, Culture and Personality, New York: 
Harper and Bros., 1947, pp. 227-228; Talcott Parson, "An 
Analytical Approach to the Theory of Stratification," American 
Journal of Sociology, Vol. 45, May, 1940, p. 859. 
13 
John F. Cuber and William F. Kenkel, Social Stratifica-
tion in the United States, New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 
Inc., 1954, pp. 132-156. 
Gerhard Lenski reported similar results from his study in 
14 
10 
Danielson, Connecticut. Cuber and Kenkel attempt to sum up 
the case for the opposition by arguing that the theory of dis-
tinct categories is untenable in that (1) different investigators 
generally find different numbers of classes; (2) large numbers of 
persons in the communities cannot be definitely categorized; (3) 
the data on which the rankings are based are continuous; (4) and 
in many cases, the criteria for ranking do not show significant 
15 
correlations with one another. 
This challenge to the traditionally accepted delineated 
class groupings has not gone unanswered. Robert A. Ellis 
asserts that the continuum theory studies, from both a logical 
and methodological standpoint, have been inadequately designed 
for the task of disproving the social class hypothesis. In 
reference to Kenkel's work in Columbus, Ohio, Ellis commented 
that Kenkel attempted to refute Warner's notion of discrete 
classes on the grounds that the rank distribution of occupa-
tional prestige did not reveal the existence of distinct class 
lines. This position, Ellis deems, is inappropriate, for he 
states that Warner had previously demonstrated that the index 
14Gerhard E. Lenski, "American Social Classes: Statisti-
cal Strata or Social Groups?" American Journal of Sociology, 
Vol. 58, Sept., 1952, pp. 139-144. 
15 
John F. Cuber and William F. Kenkel, op. cit., pp. 25-26. 
11 
of occupation alone was not sufficient for the establish-
ment of individual class assignments. In his attack on the 
Lenski-Danielson study, Ellis points out that Lenski's work 
was not a true replication of the class study by Hollinghead 
as it was alleged to be. Ellis contends that Lenski was not 
faithful in excluding from his panel of judges, persons who 
held a "marginal position in the connnunity"; therefore, the 
difference in results may be attributed to the difference in 
procedure. Ellis concludes on a conciliatory note by suggest-
ing that "further refinement must be made in logic and in re-
search procedures used in social stratification analysis before 
16 the class-continuum controversy can be resolved." 
Some modern writers are inclined to dispute the impression 
created by the "Fathers" and the Warner school that the system 
of stratification can be explained by the unidimensional ap-
proach embodied in the concept of class. 
Under the influence of Max Weber, these sociologists con-
tend that there are several dimensions of stratification. Max 
Weber specifically conceptualized three orders of stratifica-
tion which are carefully sunnnarized by Paul Hatt: 
To him the differential distribution is the essential 
basis of stratification .... The sources of power are 
found, according to Weber, in three major social 
16 
Robert A. Ellis, "The Continuum Theory of Social Strati-
fication: A Critical Note," Sociology and Social Research, 
Vol. 42, Mar.-Apr., 1958, pp. 269-273. 
institutions. First, there is the legal order, 
associated with the use of physical or psychical 
compulsions ... the unit of stratification within 
the legal order is the political party. 
Second, there is an economic order which is 
directly conditioned by differing relations to 
the market and hence to material production. The 
units of stratification within this order are 
considered to be 'classes. 1 Class is thus de-
fined by Weber as a collectivity possessing 
similar life chances determined by the operation 
of the market in the differential distribution of 
material property. 
The third structure within which stratification 
occurs is considered to be the 'social' order. 
This is based upon the differential distribution 
of social honor and the units within this order 
are termed 'status groups.' These Weber defines 
as groups characterized by a specific style of 
life linked to restrictions of social intercourse ... 
It must, of course, be made clear that for Weber, 
the three orders of stratification are very closely 
intertwined .... It is this fact which has made an 
agreement upon the nature of stratification diffi-
cult. Weber has posed, but not solved, the problem 
of analyzing the net effects of these three highly 
interrelated systems. It has, however, unquestion-
ably aided in our understanding of stratification 
by positing a series of areas within which work 
should be done. l7 
One of the strongest advocates of the necessity of multi -
dimensional awareness, C. Wright Mills, asserts that these 
three dimensions posited by Weber are analytically distinct and 
a definition, such as class used by the Warner school, which 
absorbs all three creates confusion and forestalls any attempt 
12 
17Paul K. Hatt, "Stratification in Mass Society," American 
Sociological Review, Vol. 15, Apr., 1950, p. 217. 
13 
to ascertain the effect of each separate factor and the effect 
these factors have on each other. 18 
William H. Form, who has also registered concern over the 
lack of understanding of the basic principles which underlie 
the stratification system, states that even though the several 
dimensions have been theoretically recognized, more studies 
are needed in the specific areas of stratification in order to 
provide the foundation for the building of adequate knowledge 
of the crucial factors which underlie each type of stratification 
and how these factors inter-relate. Form argues that the factors 
of wealth, ancestry, place of residence, occupation, ethnic 
qualities,and style of living, which have been so broadly sane-
tioned as the basic factors, emerged from the use of a class 
analysis in which the types of stratification are not concep-
tionally and empirically distinguished. Therefore, it is im-
possible to ascertain the principles on which each type is based. 
Form continues that the reason there has been such uniformity 
in the listing of these factors is that most studies have been 
carried out in areas with basic similarities - old, stable, 
19 
integrated. Form, no doubt, has justifiable basis for this 
concern, for despite the volume of criticisms , one of the best 
18 
C. Wright Mills, review of W. Lloyd Warner and Paul S . 
Lunt, The Social Life of a Modern Community, American Socio-
logical Review, Vol. 7, Apr., 1942, pp. 264-265. 
19 
. 11' " 1 d WL Lam H. Form, Status Stratification in a P anne 
Community," American Sociological Review, Vol. 10, Oct. 1945, 
p. 605. 
known multiple instruments for the assignment of individuals 
to the status groups is Warner's "Index of Status Character-
. . 1120 ~st~cs, which was developed on the basis of old, small, 
integrated communities. 
Form vigorously suggests that one effective way to in-
crease our knowledge of the crucial factors which underlie 
stratification is 
to study settlements that obvious ly differ from 
the average in amount and type of stratification . 
... Further questions could be asked, as: If a 
settlement has little economic variability may 
one expect small status differentiation? Would 
a status pyramid appear in a settlement that has 
little or no concentration of political power?21 
14 
Housing Project communities have fortunately provided the 
social scientist with an excellent opportunity to study areas 
which are typically different from those which have served as 
the loci for most stratification studies. These communities 
have been viewed as providing a natural laboratory; for their 
populations consist of such interesting varieties and com-
22 bination of peoples. 
Observers have pointed out several significant ways in 
which these housing project communities differ from the areas 
20 Pfautz, op. cit., p. 395. 
21 
Form, op. cit., p. 605. 
22 
Form, "Stratification in Low and Middle Income Housing 
Areas," Journal of Social Issues, Vol. 7, 1951, p. 110. 
15 
in which most of the stratification studies have been con-
ducted: 
1. Physical and architectural plans are developed 
for the whole area. 
2. Tenants are selected according to fixed charac-
teristics. 
3. The area is suddenly occupied by people who are 
strangers. 
4. There is forced mobi lity with economic advance-
ment. 
23 5. The quality of housing is uniform. 
Several scholars have taken advantage of the opportunity 
to study the populations of these planned communities. The 
research data collected have revealed varying degrees of 
stratification. Coplow and Forman did not observe status 
differences in a married veterans housing project at the Uni-
24 25 
versity of Minnesota. Robert Merton in an industrial setting 
and Infield in a cooperative land settlement reported only slight 
. d f . f. . 26 1 ev~ ence o strat~ ~cat~on, while Form found substantia 
23Ibid., pp. 110-111. 
24 
T. Caplow and R. Forman, "Neighborhood Interaction in a 
Homogeneous Community," American Sociological Review, Vol. 15, 
June, 1950, pp. 357-366. 
25 
Robert Merton, "Social Psychology of Housing," in Wayne 
Dennis, Current Trends in Social Psychology, Chicago: University 
of Pittsburgh Press, 1948, pp. 188-208. 
26 
Henrik Infield, "A Veteran's Cooperative Land Settlement 
and Its Sociometric Structure," Sociometry, Vol. 10, Feb., 1947, 
pp . 50-70. 
grounds for the designation of eight status groups in a 
27 federal housing project in Greenbelt, Maryland. 
Sociologists have also evidenced concern over what is 
16 
viewed as a dangerous intellectual tendency to generalize the 
findings of a specific study area to the entire culture . This 
tendency is typified in the exclamation by Warner t hat "Jones-
ville has been our laboratory for studying Americans." 28 In 
recognition of this problem, Hatt raised the question: "Is 
stratification a function of the local community or of the 
mass society?" His answer supports the thesis that the pres-
tige considerations revealed in the local community are "local 
29 
expressions of determinants in the large society ." This point 
of view is also maintained by several other sociologists who 
take objection to over-zealous generalizations. Duncan and 
Artis, impressed by the close agreement of the results of the 
prestige rating of individuals in a rural Pennsylvania area 
with the North - Hatt national occupational prestige rating 
scale, · asserted that the structure of prestige in a small com-
munity may fruitfully be viewed as a function of stratification 
30 
in the mass society. 
2 7 
II s . f. . . Pl d c . II Form, Status trat1 1cat1on 1n a anne ommun1ty, 
££ · cit., pp. 607-610. 
28 
Warner and Associates,££· cit., p. xv. 
29Paul K. Hatt, ££· cit., pp. 216-222. 
30 
Otis Dudley Duncan and Jay W. Artis, "Some Problems of 
Stratification Research," Rural Sociology, Vol. 16, Mar., 1951, 
pp. 17-29. 
Relationship of Community Heterogeneity 
and Social Stratification 
17 
In view of the fact that this study relates the hetero-
geneity of the community to the nature and content of the social 
prestige system it is, therefore, appropriate to consider the 
sociological literature which provides the background for this 
thinking. 
The literature reviewed in the first section of this chapter 
implies that in a fairly stable,socially heterogeneous community, 
social relations are regulated in deference to the stratifica-
tion system, and Form expresses what he claims is the sociological 
maximum that "the greater the heterogeneity of a community, the 
. bl . . f. . 1131 more poss1 e an ensu1ng strat1 1cat1on. The stratification 
system as presented in the literature can make some very compre-
hensive demands, for the social hierarchy not only specifies the 
individual's social rank but also spells out the characteristics 
that areappropriate for each status group . The following descrip-
tion of the population of New Haven, Connecticut, presents an 
acceptable representation~ the characteristics that sociologists 
generally associate with the various strata. 
I. This stratum is composed of wealthy families, whose 
wealth is often inherited and whose heads are leaders 
in the communities' business and professional pur-
suits. Its members live in those areas of the com• 
munity generally regarded as the best. The adults 
31 
Form, "Stratification in Low and Middle Income Housing 
Areas," £E· cit., p. 121. 
are college graduates ...• Almost all gentile 
families are listed in the New Haven Social 
Directory. 
II. Adults in this stratum are almost all college 
graduates; the males occupy high managerial 
positions, many are engaged in the lesser 
ranking professions. These families are well 
to do, but there is no substantial inherited 
or acquired wealth. Its members live in the 
"better" residential areas; about one-half of 
these families belong to lesser ranking pri-
vate clubs. 
III. This stratum included the vast majority of 
small proprietors, white collar office and 
sales workers and a considerable number of 
skilled manual workers. Adults are predominate-
ly high school gradutes. They live in 'good' 
residentia l areas; ... Their social life tends to 
be concentrated in the family, the church, and 
the lodge. 
IV. This stratum consists predominately of semi -
skilled factory workers. Its adult members 
have finished the elementary grades, but the 
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older people have not finished high school. 
However, adults under thirty-five have generally 
graduated from high school. Its members comprise 
almost one half of the community, and their resi-
dences are scattered over wide areas. Social life 
is centered in the family, the neighborhood, the 
union and public places. 
V. Occupationally, class V adults are overwhelmingly 
semi-skilled factory hands and unskilled laborers. 
Educationally, most adults have not completed the 
elementary grades. The families live in 'tene-
ments', and cold water 'flats' areas of New Haven. 
Only a small minority belong to organized community 
institutions. Their social life takes place in 
neighborhood social agency.3 2 
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A. B. Hollinghead, "Social Stratification and Psychiatric 
Disorders," American Sociological Review, Vol. 18, Apr., 1953, 
pp. 165- 166. 
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As indicated in the ranking system above, persons with 
similar social characteristics tend to live together; for, 
seemingly, in the unplanned,heterogeneous community, ecologi-
cal, economic and sociological factors combine to segregate 
the population spatially into groups that are uniform in terms 
of wealth, source of income, education, and race. Riemer's 
discussion brings this circumstance into focus. 
Residential location in the city carries status. 
The city dweller's address tells not only where he 
lives, but also where he belongs in the status 
scale. The realtor who takes his client around, 
inquires about his background, his job, his race 
and social contacts. On that basis, he will 
select the most suitable location for a family 
residence. The total effect is the clustering 
of relatively homogeneous housing conditions and 
occupancy standards. From street to street and 
block to block, there is a consciousness of social 
status as conveyed by residence in that very 
location. Preferential location develops into the 
formation of relatively homogeneous city areas.33 
Sociologists contend that social characteristics ascribed 
to each stratum reflect status differences in a society as a 
whole and serve as barriers to interaction among status groups 
in a heterogeneous community. 
On the other hand, in a stable community with a moderate 
degree of heterogeneity stratification, though present, is 
modified and social relations are substantially influenced by 
cliques and mutual social friendship choices. Mutual choices 
and cliques are also found within social classes. Several 
33 
Svend Riemer, The Modern City: An Introduction to Urban 
Sociology, New York: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1952, pp. 110-111. 
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leadership studies have shown that leaders within the same 
social class tend to form cliques. Schulze and Blumberg in 
their investigation of leadership in a mid-western town found 
that the "public leaders constituted a closely knit friendship 
34 
group." The same situation was discovered by Floyd Hunter 
in his study of the community power structure in Regional City. 
In speaking of the relationship existing among the leaders, 
Hunter said 
These men were on the whole better known to 
each other than those outside the group. Through 
analyzing the mutual choices made by those inter-
viewed, it will be shown that there is an esprit 
de corp among certain top leaders ... 35 
In a community that is moderately heterogeneous, Form 
found that social organizations can play a major role in the 
36 development of status groups. 
In highly homogeneous groups, where similar interests 
are universally recognized and "we are all in the same boat" 
a ttitude prevails, investigators report that morale and social 
interaction are high, stratification is at a minimum and in 
some cases non-existent. 
34 
Robert Schulze and L. Blumberg, "The Determination of 
Local Power Elites." American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 63, 
Nov., 1957, pp. 290-296. 
35 
Floyd Hunter, Community Power Structure, Chapel Hill: 
University of North Carolina Press, 1953 , p. 67. 
36 
Form, "Status Stratification in a Planned Community," 
££·cit., p. 607. 
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In referring to Park Forest, a surburban community which 
is a mecca for the 11 organization man11 and his family who are 
continually being transferred from one location to another, 
Whyte explains that Park Forest has created a 
social atmosphere of striking vigor. In the 
court they find that their relationships with 
each other transcend mere neighborliness. Ex-
cept for the monastic orders and the family 
itself, there is probably no other social in-
stitution in the United States in which there 
is such a communal sharing of property.37 
Festinger, Schachter and Back observed in the veteran student 
housing projects at Massachusetts Institute of Technology that 
the social climate was so positive that friendship choices 
were primarily determined by physical proximity. 38 Caplow and 
Forman presented similar findings relative to social relations 
within a veteran student housing neighborhood at the University 
of Minnesota. Here no stratification was perceived and wide 
spread integration even forestalled the development of cliques. 
Even though the population was highly mobile, the researchers 
commented that their investigation supported the hypothesis 
that where neighborhood and interest group combine, there will 
be a high degree of association whether the group is ~able or 
37 
William Whyte, The Organization Man, New York: Simon 
and Schuster, 1956, p. 286. 
38Leon Festinger, Stanley Schachter and Kurt Back, Social 
Pressures in Informal Groups, New York: Harper and Bros., 
1950, pp. 34-43. 
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mobile. 
Personal Characteristics and Social Prestige 
The question of prestige qualities that are independent 
of the stratification system merits some consideration so as 
to provide insight into one of the guiding hypotheses of this 
study, namely: that persons of prestige in Project HH will 
exhibit personal traits that are generally ascribed to com-
munity leaders. 
22 
While there is general agreement in the literature that 
community-wide leaders are drawn from the middle and upper class 
strata, several investigators are vigorous in pointing out that 
class membership alone is no guarantee of public accord as a 
community leader. Persons who are reportedly selected as 
bearers of highest prestige in the community, generally possess 
certain impressive personal characteristics independent of their 
position in the status hierarchy. Upon concluding his search 
for persons regarded as "influentials" in Southtown, Steward 
proclaimed that "while its incidence is a little greater in 
certain socio-economic classes, the fact is that finding centers 
of influence is a matter of identification of individuals not 
classes." Steward found that his influentials stripped of their 
status symbols were individuals who evidenced a greater interest 
in the community, a greater sense of belonging and a much greater 
39 
Caplow and Forman,££· cit., p. 365. 
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inclination toward community service. 
Floyd hunter gives support to the same point of view with 
his report that ''society prestige, wealth and political emi-
nence were not 'the sole criterion for nomination to the rank 
of the community power structure." Hunter emphasized that "a 
distinction was made between the persons of wealth and social 
prestige who engage in work and those who do not." The top 
leaders were those who the community thought could make things 
move, could get the job done. Hunter's generalization, however, 
that business men are the community leaders in other cities just 
as they were found to be in Regional City indicates that he did 
f 11 . h b . f h . h' h 41 not u y apprecLate t e asLs o t eLr Lg esteem. For ex-
ample, Schulze and Blumberg found in their examination of the 
leadership structure in Cibola that only two of the eighteen 
d d f . . 42 top lea ers were hea so economLc unLts. The crucial f actor 
di fferentiating these two cities seems to be that in Regional 
City the business men were integral parts of the community life, 
they were the men who made the community projects move; while 
in Cibola, the business heads did not consider local projects 
40 . Frank Steward, "Study of Influence Ln Southtown II," 
Sociometry, Vol. 10, Aug., 1947, pp. 273-286. 
41 
Hunter,££· cit., pp. 80-82. 
42 
Schulze and Blumberg,££· cit., p. 293. 
an area of their concern. Schulze and Blumberg gave due 
consideration to this circumstance in their appraisal: 
In Cibola, the marked disparity between 
categories of public leader and of economic 
dominant suggested a widespread and growing 
reluctance on the part of the economic 
dominants to become involved in the initia-
tion and determination of local political 
decisions . And this in turn raised the 
larger question of the changing role of 
major economic units--especially absentee--
owner cooperations- - in the local power struc-
ture of American cities.43 
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These findings suggest that apart from their high social 
status, persons nominated for highest prestige in the com-
munity are individually characterized by greater satisfaction 
with the community, greater evidence of a sense of belonging, 
and far greater concern and activity in community affairs 
than their fellows. 
Eva Rosenfeld who along with William H. Form recognizes 
the need for stratification research in different types of 
communities carried out a study of the collective settlements 
("kibutz") in Israel which brought into focus a stratification 
system based on personal attributes. The economy of the col-
lective was based on farming and goods were distributed accor-
ding to need. Work was assigned by a special committee which 
was elected by the workers. To carry out the necessary work 
projects, the community needed capable, trustworthy members 
43 Ibid., p. 296. 
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with initiative and community spirit. The investigation re-
vealed the existence of a social hierarchy that was geared to 
the demands of the kibutz movement. Rosenfeld reported the 
major prerequisites for prestige were "intelligence, ability, 
44 devotion to collective values, and good work performance." 
A wide range of research materials in psychology report 
individual leadership traits that are remarkably similar to 
those mentioned in the community studies. After a careful 
survey of the mass of social psychological leadership studies, 
Newcomb concludes that the accumulated data dramatized the fact 
that the leaders of different groups have different charac-
teristics depending on the demands of the group. However, all 
leaders are characterized by (1) membership character--the 
leader must establish a sense of belonging to the group and 
subscribe to its norms and (2) the leader must be outstanding 
in some area that is considered significant for that particular 
45 group. 
This review of the literature reveals that there is ample 
sociological documentation and acceptance of the existence of 
social stratification in America; however, there is consider-
able doubt concerning its nature and the underlying principles 
44Eva Rosenfeld, "Social Stratification in a Classless 
Society," American Sociological Review, Vol. 16, Dec., 1951, 
pp. 766 - 774. 
45 
Theodore M. Newcomb, Social Psychology, New York: 
Dryden Press, Inc., 1950, pp. 650-654. 
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on which the system is based. Theoretical and methodological 
disagreements hamper the full exploitation of the mass of 
accumulated research material. The most widely accepted 
stratification indices were derived from studies whose focus 
was in line with a concept of class which does not conceptually 
or empirically recognize the different types of stratification . 
These indices have been so repeatedly re-enforced because most 
of the stratification studies have been based on studies that 
were carried out in similar type neighborhoods--old, stable, 
integrated. In view of the inadequate and incomplete state of 
knowledge relative to basic factors, there is an acknowledged 
need for the investigation of varying types of communities and 
for greater precision in defining the types of stratification to 
be studied. Housing project communities have been proposed as 
locales which offer the sociologist the opportunity to observe 
stratification patterns in communities which are different from 
those which have been most frequently used in the past. 
Strong criticism has been levied against the practice of 
generalizing about the stratification patterns of the American 
society on the strength of a community study. On the other hand, 
there is an inclination to regard the picture in the community 
as a local manifestation of factors operating in the larger society. 
Studies show there is a relationship between social strati-
fication and community heterogeneity. The indications are that 
the more heterogeneous the population, the more pronounced will 
27 
be the system of stratification. This study questions the uni-
versality of this trend. 
Research material relating to individual qualities and 
prestige suggests that persons chosen as community leaders possess 
impressive personal characteristics independent of their class 
position which set them apart and above the group; and when there 
is a modification or canceling out of the influence of group charac-
teristics, personal factor s emerge as the determinants of social 
prestige. The outstanding qualities attributed to leaders often 
vary with the social situation, but in general leaders express 
greater satisfaction with the community, adhere more closely to 
community values, and exhibit a greater interest in the community. 
CHAPTER III 
PROBLEM AND METHODOLOGY 
The Problem 
This investigation is concerned with the following 
problem: To examine the nature of the social stratifica-
tion system in a socially heterogeneous, low income housing 
project community and to ascertain the factors on which the 
system is based. 
The importance of this problem is reflected in the recog-
nition and expressed concern by sociologists that the knowledge 
of the social stratification system in America is inadequate 
and incomplete. The fact that the limited understanding of 
underlying principles is based on studies which (1) were geared 
to a concept of class that did not comprehend the different 
dimensions of stratification, and (2) were conducted in old, 
stable communities warrants the investigation of areas with 
varying types and amounts of stratification and greater pre-
cision in designating the type of stratification studied . 
Rationale for Choice of Problem 
In old, stable, heterogeneous populations, social rela-
tions are regulated in deference to a pronounced stratification 
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1 
system as suggested by Warner. Communities in which there 
exist a moderate degree of heterogeneity, minor differences 
may be used to promote cleavages, some of which will take on 
stratification significance and others will not. In this type 
community, ~cliques are easily formed and social organizations 
2 
are apt to stimulate the emergence of status groups. In highly 
homogeneous populations where members are aware of strong 
similar interests, evidence shows that stratification is at a 
minimum and the level of friendly association and communal 
3 
sharing is high whether the population is stable or mobile. 
The limited range covered by the existing studies gives 
purpose to an investigation of the question: What is the 
nature of social relations in a planned, low income, highly 
heterogeneous population? 
Rationale for Choice of Project HH Community 
as Research Locale 
Because of unique features which differentiate them from 
the unplanned areas in which most stratification studies have 
1 W. Lloyd Warner and PaulS. Lund, The Social Life of A 
Modern Community, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1941, 
Chap. 5. 
2william H. Form, "Status Stratification in a Planned 
Community," American Sociological Review, Vol. 10, Oct., 1945, 
pp. 608- 609. 
3T. Caplow and R. Forman, "Neighborhood Interaction in 
A Homogeneous Community," American Sociological Review, Vol. 
15, June 1950, p. 365. 
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been conducted, housing projects have been recommended as pro-
viding excellent possibilities for the carrying out of fruit-
ful studies in social stratification. 4 Wealth, occupation, 
education, race, age of household head, family composition, and 
quality of housing have emerged as basic stratifying factors 
in previous studies. Housing projects by their very nature 
tend to eliminate or modify the influence of many of these 
factors. Heterogeneity of the population in regard to any of 
these indices may be arbitrarily curtailed or enhanced in 
planned areas. 
Understanding of the nature of social stratification has 
already been broadened by crucial research in some of the 
housing project communities. The findings have ranged from 
non-existence of a social hierarchy, to well pronounced status 
groups. 
Independent studies were carried out in two married veterans 
housing projects on colleges campuses in Massachusetts and Minne-
sota. In both instances, the families were homogeneous in terms 
of age, race, family size, educational level, income and bound 
together by strong mutual interest. Festinger, Schachter and 
Back who conducted the Massachusetts study made no mention of 
stratification or status groups and cited that friendships were 
4
william H. Form, "Stratification in Low and Middle Income 
Housing Areas," Journal of Social Issues, Vol. 7, 1951, pp. 109-
111. 
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easily established as evidenced by the fact that passive 
contacts influenced by spatial proximity and architectural 
5 
design were found to be crucial factors in social interaction. 
The Minnesota researchers, Caplow and Forman, stated that 
their tests for social stratification were negative, for 
example: 
In the event of distinct stratification, some 
or all of the 'star' families would be of high 
status. To anticipate otherwise would be to dis-
regard the entire massive evidence on the re-
lationship between status and social participa-
tion. But in such cases, the tendency for other 
families to exaggerate their association with the 
status bearing family should be as marked as it 
has been in other studies and would be reflected 
by the 'star' families having higher In Scores 
than Out Scores. In other words, if the star 
families were of higher status, they would pre-
sumably report less interaction with their neigh-
bors than their neighbors claim with them. On the 
contrary it was found that only one of the six 
'stars' had a higher In Score than Out Score.6 
At the other extreme, Form observed evidence of eight 
status groups in a federal project in Greenbelt, Maryland. 
This project may be described as moderately heterogeneous. 
As a result of a conscious attempt to rule out socio-economic 
differences, the project residents were supposedly similar in 
terms of marital status, family size, age of household head, 
5 
Leon Festinger, Stanley Schachter, and Kurt Back, Social 
Pressures in Informal Groups, New York: Harper and Bros., 1950, 
p. 151. 
6 Caplow and Forman,££· cit., p. 365. 
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income, education and race. With this basic homogeneity, the 
investigator considered it significant that a well-developed 
status pattern existed. 
(1) At the top of the status scale are the 
officials selected by the federal government to 
oversee the town .... These people receive deference 
in all public and semi-public meetings . .. 
The prestige of this group rests upon a 
number of factors. Due to a curious government 
arrangements, its members are local as well as 
federal officers. For example, the community 
manager, who is appointed by the federal agency, 
is also selected as town manager by the locally 
elected town council ... 
The officials are at the top of the polit-
ical power pyramid. They frequently provide the 
initiative in local action. Their endorsement of 
local pet projects is usually necessary before 
they may be materialized ... 
The officials constitute a tightly-woven 
in-group. They know one another rather intimately. 
(2) The members of status group II are aware of 
their high status .... Doctors, college, professors, 
school principals, dentists, mayor, pastor, priest 
and some school teachers belong .. .. They maintain 
a self-satisfied social and organizational inde-
pendence . However, when they do evince the slight-
est interest in any organization they are immediately 
selected as committee heads or as officers. For such 
participation they receive extra deference. 
(3) About thirty of the town 'leaders' comprise 
status group three. They are members of the town 
council, the head managers of the cooperatives and 
the presidents of the larger organizations such as 
the American Legion and the Athletic Association. 
This group is not as occupationally homogeneous as 
the others. Its members are rather specialists in 
participation; those who have the 'interest of the 
community at heart' .... They claim honor by virtue of 
the 'service' they render. 
The 'leaders' constitute a self-conscious group, 
that constantly tend to be atomized into cliques that 
show intense mutual antagonisms. To remain a ~leader', 
one must maintain a democratic facade and, above all, 
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continue to participate on the neighborhood as well 
as on the organizational levels •... 
The wives of the three upper status groups 
are bound by intimate and sympathetic social ties. 
(4) About sixty-five people make up status group 
four. They are the officers of the special-interest 
groups, the head of important committees of the 
larger organizations and the petty governmental 
officials .... They are ambitious for higher posts 
and the recognition accorded status group three. 
Although the latter does recruit most of its mem-
bers from status group four, many others fail to 
achieve upward mobility. It is understandable that 
the personnel of the 'strainer' group is changing 
continually .... 
(5) The fifth status group is the largest. It is 
composed of 'ordinary' clerical worker who is afi-
filiated with one or two organizations. Although 
he receives no special recognition, neither is he 
the object of 'negative prestige.' He is the per-
son who crowds the room whenever a 'crisis' occurs, 
but who stops participating when the excitement 
dissolves. Some of these were 'leaders' who lost 
in their struggle for status or redirected their 
energies along job-advancement channels. 
(6) The status of 'manual workers' unless they 
participate actively in town affairs, is lower than 
that of the 'ordinary clerical worker. 1 Since the 
average income of the groups are quite similar, one 
may infer that the status differences are largely 
occupational. The manual workers , however, hate to 
admit their inferiority ..•. 
(7) Status group seven consisted of the towns 
maintenance laborers, those who cut the lawns, 
collect trash, drive trucks, keep the town clean 
and make repairs ... They are ignored not only on 
account of their low occupational status but also 
because they do not even constitute a nuisance 
value in the competition for status. Local laborers 
attend meetings, but rarely participate actively .... 
The laborers claim status superiority only over a 
small number of Negroes who provide janitoral services. 
This is small status 'gain', in as much as Negroes 
are not allowed to live in Greenbelt. 
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(8) The people of Hebraic faith occupy a peculiar 
position in the status structure. The seven per 
cent of the population that claimed Judaism as a 
faith participated more actively than the general 
population at the beginning ... 
At first prejudice against the Jews remained 
either latent or unorganized. They were appointed 
and elected to the highest offices. This happened 
because the town needed good organizers and the 
Jews were willing to exert themselves in leader-
ship positions ... 
As competition for offices became more acute, 
the factor of religious affiliation was increasingly 
interjected into campaign issues. The Jews were 
accused of 'sticking together', of 'monopolizing 
offices.' If the participation or occupational 
status of a Jewish person is unknown, he is usually 
assigned status somewhere before the fourth status 
group. If the two factors are known, he is accorded 
slightly lower status than a ge~tile with the same 
socio-economic characteristics. 
The investigation revealed that the social prestige structure 
was based on (1) organizational participation and (2) occupation. 
As indicated in the outline of the status hierarchy, the adminis-
trative officials lived within the project and the fact that they 
received their appointment from the federal government and had 
control over the project affairs gave them prestige in the local 
area. For the other residents, leadership and participation in 
the community organizations were the major determinants of social 
status. When the project was opened for occupancy, a great many 
organizations were started. Almost every adult was active, and 
competition for the various offices was keen. So after a few 
7Form, "Status Stratification in a Planned Community," 
££· cit., pp. 607-610. 
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years those who were most successful in their struggle for the 
major offices were accorded high prestige. In terms of specific 
characteristics, Form stated that high status persons were in 
general older, better educated, longer residents and had greater 
upward mobility. Some prestige was attached to occupation alone; 
however, he felt it important that without high income, status 
could be achieved by noteworthy participation in projects that 
were important to the community. The study showed, from one 
point of view, that there was a 'strain' toward stratification 
based on factors operative in the community, but set in the 
framework of organizational affiliation and participation. 8 
The Public Housing Project, herein designated as Project 
HH, which was chosen for the locale of this study is sufficiently 
different from areas previously investigated to hold out possi-
bilities of increasing our knowledge of social stratification. 
The population is far more heterogeneous than the residents of 
the two University Projects studied, or the project population 
of Greenbelt. Project HH residents are heterogeneous in regard 
to marital status, family size, education, age of family head, 
and race. Even though the Greenbe lt population had more varied 
elements than the student groups, it was still homogeneous in terms 
8 
Form, "Status Stratification i n a Planned Community," 
£E· cit., pp. 612-613. 
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of age of family head, marital status, education, and race . 
However, in connection with the Greenbelt study, there are 
other differences which are more important. Organizational 
participation and occupation were reported as the key factors 
underlying the status system. These findings were fundamentally 
related to three factors: (1) the administrative officers lived 
in the development; (2) there were obvious variations in occu-
pations along the same lines that have differential prestige 
value in the larger community; (3) great value was placed on 
leadership and participation in the many formal organizations 
within the community. None of these factors have effect in the 
Project HH. All the administrative officers live outside the 
area; the overwhelming majority of the wage earners are semi-
skilled and none hold occupational positions which have prestige 
value per se. In connection with the third factor, there are 
no formal organizations within the project. Another distinguish-
ing factor is that all of the Greenbelt families had private 
incomes, while 40% of the Pro ject HH families receive public 
assistance. 
There was another important c ircumstance which contributed 
to the choice of the Por ject HH as a focal point. During the time 
of this stud~ the writer held a position as a social worker in 
the area in which the housing project was located. In this capacity 
the writer had a workable knowledge of the resources and needs of 
the areas and had established contacts with key residents and 
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professional workers. The managers of the project were highly 
competent and conscientious administrators who appreciated re-
search that was geared to the improvement of community service. 
These factors increased the accessibility of pertinent material 
and gave some immediate, practical significance to the study. 
This background provides for a more specific statement 
of the problem: To what extent does social stratification 
exist in the Project HH and what are the factors on which it 
is based? 
Rationale for the Choice of "Prestige" 
as the Dimension of Stratification 
to be Examined 
Max Weber took a major step toward refining our under-
standing of social stratification when he formulated the orders 
of stratifications: (1) the legal order which is concerned 
with the distribution of political power; (2) the economic 
order which is concerned with the distribution of power 
governed by "differential relations to the market and hence 
to material production" and (3) the social order which is con-
cerned with the distribution of social honor . Most sociologists 
who subscribe to the multi-dimensional approach to social 
stratification have been influenced by Weber's conceptualization . 
This writer shares the view of Paul Hatt that Weber rendered a 
scientific service by "positing a series of areas within which 
38 
9 
work should be done." Within the guide lines set by Weber, 
there is no consequential economic order in Project HR. None 
of the residents have any economic control or occupational 
connections which sharply differentiate them from their fellow 
10 
tenants. There is no political hierarchy. None of the 
tenants have outstanding political connections which enable 
them to control the behavior of other tenants and, thereby, gain 
status; and all the administrative officials and staff of the 
housing development live outside the project area. With the 
absence of a political or an economic hierarchy, the popula-
tion lends itself most conveniently to an uncomplicated in-
vestigation of social prestige. This circumstance should also 
be meaningful in the light of Form's inquiry: Would there be 
status differences if there were no concentration of political 
power or little economic differences? 
Development of Hypotheses 
At this point it may be well to summarize the features 
of the community which are basic to the consideration of the 
problem: 
9Paul K. Hatt, "Stratification in Mass Society," American 
Sociological Review, Vol. 15, Apr., 1950, p. 217. 
10Form, "Status Stratification in a Planned Community," 
££· cit., p. 605. 
1. The architectural design and the tenant 
selection policy of the project Authority 
automatically eliminate the influence of cer-
tain factors that are generally associated 
with stratification--wealth, income, place 
of residence, and quality of housing. 
2. The open tenant selection and placement 
policy of the Housing Authority has created 
a resident population which is heterogeneous 
in terms of race, age of household head, 
education, marital status, family size, and 
source of income.ll 
3. The arbitrary ceiling placed on income 
by the Housing Authority plus other personal 
reasons which invariably arise to impel or 
encourage residents to move, assure a mobile 
population. 
4. Organized groups which are frequently re-
ported as being conducive to the development 
of stratification are non-existent . 
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A brief restatement of relevant research findings will 
provide an immediate appropriate background for the presenta-
tion of the major hypothesis. 
In terms of the relationship of community heterogeneity 
and social stratification, the data reviewed strongly imply 
that in the unplanned, stable, heterogeneous community, eco-
logical, economic and sociological forces operate to arrange 
11The project is a low-income housing unit and is, thereby, 
basically homogeneous in regard to income--specifically as it 
refers to the relationship between income and expenses. Rents 
which include all utilities are closely adjusted to wages, 
size of family, etc. Tenants are forced to move when their 
income exceeds the maximum. The project is also homogeneous 
in terms of persons who are desirous or even willing to live 
in a racially integrated, low income housing project. 
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the population spatially in status groups that are uniform 
in terms of social characteristics that have rank-value for 
the larger society. In a planned or unplanned community with 
a comfortable degree of heterogeneity, organizational and 
structural channels of communication may facilitate the emer-
gence of status groups and cliques. And finally in a highly 
homogeneous community with binding ties of interest, stratifi-
cation will be negligible and interaction will be intense and 
eas i ly established. 
The community leadership studies have shown that persons 
of greatest prestige in American society are in general re-
cruited from the middle and upper social strata. As indicated 
above, race, age, education, wealth, and place of residence are 
major determinants of membership in these classes. However, all 
members of these classes are not chosen as leaders, nor are the 
listed social characteristics the sole prerequisites. These 
sociological findings in addition to psychological studies on 
leadership suggest that leaders in general express greater satis-
faction and interest in the community and adhere more closely 
to the group values than their fellows. The greatest emphasis 
was placed on community interest and participation. 
The thesis of this study derives from the fact that in a 
planned, heterogeneous environment which does not provide or 
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allow ample opportunity for sociological forces to segregate 
groups ecologically within the population; where there are no 
formal organizations or regulated systems of social contacts 
to aid persons in selecting out those with "preferred" social 
traits; where there is no acceptable notion of common interest 
to serve as an integrative agent; and where the unusual proximity 
of heterogeneous neighbors complicate the process of social 
choices -- in such a community there will be a substantial 
curtailment of the influence of social group characteristics; 
and individual attributes will be the major determinants of 
social prestige and community leaders will not constitute a 
cohesive unit nor will they be perceived as a status group by 
others. 
This introductory statement provides the background for 
the two hypotheses that will be tested in this investigation: 
1. In a socially heterogeneous, low income housing 
project with no existing social organizations, social 
prestige will be determined by personal rather than 
social class attributes. 
a. Persons of prestige will not differ signifi-
cantly from the general population in terms of 
race, age, source of income, family composition, 
and education. 
b. Persons of prestige will exhibit personal 
traits generally ascribed to community leaders. 
They will adhere more closely to community values; 
will express a higher degree of satisfaction;and 
will demonstrate a greater interest in the com-
munity. 
2. In a socially heterogeneous, low income 
housing project with no existing organized 
groups, persons of prestige will not con-
stitute a cohesive social group, nor will 
they be perceived as a status group by the 
community. 
a . The friendship choices the leaders give 
to each other will not substantially exceed 
the choices they give to non-leaders . 
b. There will not be a significant number 
of cliques or mutual friendship choices 
among the persons of prestige. 
c . The friendship choices received by the 
leaders will not substantially exceed friend-
ship choices given to others by the leaders. 
Methodology 
This investigation involved a personal interview with 
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the family head of a random sample of twenty-one per cent of 
the 508 families within Project HH. 12 Additional interviews 
were held with 8 persons who were not included in the sample 
13 
but were within the number chosen as leaders by the sample. 
The s chedule requested information relative to the tenant's 
education, the tenant's attitude toward living in the housing 
12 
Thirteen of the male heads couldnot be contacted. In 
each instance, the wife was interviewed . 
Random sampling numbers were used based on the follow-
ing source: Interstate Commerce Commission, Bureau of Trans-
port Economics and Statistics, Table of 105,000 Random Digits , 
Washington, D. C., May, 1959, Statement No . 4914. In the case 
of 9 tenants in the original sample who were not available 
for interviews new numbers were drawn as replacements. The 
9 discards consisted of 3 tenants who refused to cooperate and 
6 who were not contacted in five visits . 
13All interviews were conducted between January 22 and 
April 25, 1960. 
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project, the tenant's willingness to participate in community 
improvement programs and the tenant's choice of leaders and 
14 
friends. Social statistics in regard to race, age, source 
of income, occupation, family composition, and length of 
residence were obtained from the project office. 
Social prestige was operationally defined in terms of the 
number of leadership choices received. The fourteen persons 
receiving the highest number of choices were designated as 
15 leaders. 
Interest in the community was defined in terms of the 
tenant's participation potential score which was derived from 
the interviewer's estimate and the tenant's response to four 
questions relative to his willingness to participate in com-
16 
munity improvement programs. 
Community values were established by consensus based on 
14 
The interviews were conducted by the writer, who is a 
Negro, and three white graduate students, all of whom had had 
formal training and experience in interviewing. Each inter-
viewer was assigned approximately the same number of residents 
(28). No attempt was made to study the effect of the race of 
the interviewer on the respondent. 
15For a more detailed discussion and explanation, see 
Chapter IV, pp. 48-51 - also note Appendix C. 
16For a more detailed discussion and explanation, see 
Chapter IV, pp. 92 -96 - also note Appendix D. 
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the tenants' responses to questions concerning their attitudes 
d . d b t 1 . . . th h . . l7 an ~ eas a ou ~v~ng ~n e ous~ng proJect . 
Leaders were compared with non-leaders and tests for 
significant differences were applied in regard to the (1) 
social characteristics of race, age, source of income, edu-
cation, family composition and length of residence and (2) 
personal characteristics of adherence to community values, 
satisfaction with the communit~ and interest in the community. 
The social and personal attributes which the leaders 
significantly shared were designated as factors basic to 
social prestige. The extent to which the leaders chose each 
other as friends and made in-group mutual choices determined 
the degree of cohesion among them. The existence of the 
leaders as a status group was based on the extent to which 
the non-leaders chose the leaders as friends. 
Study Area 
Project HH is located in a section which is adjacent to 
the downtown area of a big metropolis. The section may justi-
fiably be called in Burgess's terms "the zone in transition." 18 
Just before the turn of the century the section was considered 
17For a more detailed discussion and explanation, see 
Chapter IV, pp. 79-89 - also note Appendix D. 
18Ernest W. Burgess, "The Growth of the City," in Robert 
E. Park and Ernest W. Burgess and Roderick D. McKenzie, The 
City, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1925, pp. 47-62. 
45 
a fashionable residential area and "Old Timers" speak en-
thusiastically of its past glares, but the 1950 U.S. Census 
showed that it ranked high in the number of people per dwell-
ing unit, the percentage of dwelling units which are dilapidated, 
lack private baths, and infant mortality rates; the area ranked 
low in the median income of families and the median school years 
completed. The 1950 U.S. Census also listed a population of 
52,000 who lived in an area of less than a square mile. The 
population is highly cosmopolitan, consisting of approximately 
forty ethnic groups. There is a high concentration of the aged, 
19 
and single unattached men. The police station is considered 
one of the busiest in the country. There were 18,000 arrests in 
20 
1958. 
The area, however, has many strengths. There are a goodly 
number of well maintained and competently administered churches, 
medical centers, social welfare, and recreational institutions. 
The area is also noted for several loca~ resident groups that 
k . f . . 21 are wor 1ng or commun1ty 1mprovement . 
l9The information was included in a public release, which 
was based on the U.S. 1950 Census, by the local metropolitan 
Social Service Council. 
20 . F1gure was taken from the files of the local police station. 
21This information was published in the 1959 report of the 
local federation of social agencies. 
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Project HH was opened for occupancy in 1951. It is 
administered by the Metropolitan Housing Authority--a board 
consisting of five men. The local administrative staff con-
sists of the manager and his assistant, three secretaries 
and two bookkeepers. 
The site is 7.6 acres with 28% building coverage. The 
project features the umbrella type design with high-rise 
structures ranging from 13, 10, and 6 stories in the center 
to low 2 and 3 story buildings on the perimeter. There are 
508 apartments with from 3 to 6 rooms. Just a few community 
facilities are on the grounds: scattered park benches, two 
wading pools, a small children's play area, one basketball 
court, and a recreational room for older residents. 
The project population consists of approximately 1850 
persons with two-thirds of that number composed of young 
people under twenty-one. The administration indicates that 
22 
there is almost an even balance between whites and non-whites. 
The annual residential turnover is estimated at 10 per cent. 
Social workers, the management and many of the residents 
have expressed concern over the obvious occurrence of obscene 
language, violent behavior, and property destruction. Juvenile 
delinquencies involving project youths and a large number of 
outsiders, are a constant headache and hazard. Sometimes late 
22 
The ratio given was 45% white, 55% Negro. 
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and noisy parties by the adults disrupt the peace and quiet 
of those who would like to rest. Unsanitary conditions in 
many instances spoil the appearance of the area. The hall-
ways, stairs, and elevator catch the deposits of adult and 
junior litterbugs. Whiskey bottles and broken glass are 
frequently found in the hallways. Because of such conditions 
there is a feeling among some residents and the general public 
that public housing is undesirable. 
On the other hand, the project area has many strengths. 
The project management is considered fair and competent and 
is cooperatively working with social agencies in the larger 
communities in the attempt to create a more constructive en-
vironment. The project residents have good relations with the 
larger community. Several are active in local organizations. 
Most of the tenants are pleased and appreciate the physical 
facilities and ease of living in the project apartments. The 
project is conveniently located in regards to shopping dis-
tricts, churches, schools and public transportation. 23 
23 This resume of the physical and social environment of 
Project HH was abstracted from the private report of a local 
social agency that was using this information as the basis for 
setting up a new service program. 
CHAPTER IV 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
Hypothesis I 
Hypothesis I asserts that in a socially heterogeneous, 
low income planned community with no existing organized 
groups, social prestige will be determined by personal 
rather than social class attributes. It is specifically 
predicted that: 
(a) persons of prestige will not differ 
significantly from the general popu-
lation in terms of race, age, source 
of income, family composition and edu-
cation• 
(b) Persons of prestige will exhibit per-
sonal traits generally ascribed to 
community leaders. They will adhere 
more closely to community values, will 
express greater satisfaction with the 
community, and will exhibit a greater 
interest in the community than the rest 
of the population . 
The first two sections of this chapter will present and 
discuss the data which test Hypothesis I. 
Group Characteristics and Social Prestige 
Social prestige was determined by the number of leader-
ship choices received. In instances where leadership choices 
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were equal or none was received, friendship choices were used 
as the decisive ranking factor. 1 Individuals who received no 
leadership or friendship choices were ranked on the extent to 
which they gave choices to others. These rankings were ar-
ranged in descending order from the isolate who chose leaders 
and friends to the complete isolate who made no choices . 2 The 
entire s ample was grouped in three prestige levels . Persons 
who received three choices or more constituted Level I and 
were designated as "leaders." The top fourteen persons were 
in this category. The remaining members of the sample were 
designated as "non-leaders" and were appropriately divided in 
Level II and Level III. The prestige levels were specifically 
set up as follows: 
1 
The original intent was t o establish prestige on the 
basis of leadership choices, but the small number of leader-
ship choices made by the sample necessitated the supplementary 
use of friendship choices. Since friendship and leadership 
choices are frequently used independently to measure social 
prestige, the writer felt that their joint use would not impair 
the usefulness of the measure. 
2The thinking here parallels that of Lundberg and Steele 
in holding that among the persons who receive no choices, those 
who give choices are considered more closely identified and 
accepted by the community than those who do not and are, thereby, 
assigned a higher rank. See George A. Lundberg and Mary Steele, 
" Social Attraction Patterns in a Village," Sociometry, Vol. I, 
Jan.-Apr., 1938, p. 48. 
Level I 3 
"Leaders" 
Level II 
Level III 
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persons who received three or more 
choices which included at least one 
leadership choice. 
(1) persons who received one to two 
choices; 
(2) persons who received no choices 
but gave both leadership and friend-
ship choices. 
(1) persons who received no choices; 
gave leadership but no friendship 
choices. 
(2) persons who received no choices; 
gave friendship but no leadership 
choices. 
(3) persons who received no choices; 
gave no leadership or friendship 
choices. 
In setting the guide lines for the inclusion of individuals 
in Level I, the leadership category, a minimum of three choices 
was considered necessary, so as to be assured that each person 
assigned to Level I would have received choices from at least 
two different individuals. For it was possible for one person 
to give both his leadership and friendship choices to the same 
individual. 
3 
Level I consists of 6 persons who were in the original 
sample of 107, and 8 persons who were not. As a result the 
"leaders" consist of 14 persons who will be compared with 101 
persons in the "non-leaders" category in regard to social and 
personal attributes. 
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Table I shows the rank order and number of choices given 
to persons defined as "leaders. ,.4 
TABLE I 
FRIENDSHIP AND LEADERSHIP CHOICES RECEIVED BY 
RESIDENTS ASSIGNED TO LEVEL I ("LEADERS II) 
Leadership Friendship 
Leaders choices received choices received Total 
1 7 1 8 
2 7 1 8 
3 5 2 7 
4 3 4 7 
5 3 2 5 
6 2 3 5 
7 2 1 3 
8 2 1 3 
9 2 1 3 
10 1 5 6 
11 1 4 5 
12 1 2 3 
13 1 3 4 
14 1 2 3 
Total 38 32 70 
4 . S1nce sociometric choices were collected only from the sample 
population, there was necessarily an omission of the choices the 
members of the sample might have received if the totalpopulation had 
been interviewed. This limitation no doubt made for the exclusion 
of some interesting information but should not substantially affect 
the validity of the findings. In that the sample was a random one, 
it may be justifiably assumed that the percentages derived from the 
data approximate reality. 
For further details ' on prestige levels see Appendix C. 
52 
The data summarized in Tables 2 through 7 support the 
hypothesis that leaders will not differ significantly from 
non-leaders in terms of source of income, family composition, 
age,length of residence,and race. Because of the uniqueness 
of this planned community, it is highly instructive to note the 
direction of these differences, they present information which 
appears important as a case analysis and probable basis for 
future study. Therefore, a descriptive analysis is given of 
each table even though the differences are not significant. 
For example, Negroes show to a better advantage on the social 
characteristics considered in Tables 8, 9, 10, 11 than would be 
expected from their showing in the larger society. Tables 12, 
13, 14, and 15 reveal the expression of in-group preference by 
Negroes and whites,and greater social expansiveness by Negroes . 
Table 16 shows that contrary to the hypothesis there is a 
significant difference between leaders and non-leaders in educa-
tional achievement. More leaders have completed twelve years of 
schooling. 
Table 2 considers the first social characteristic. Most of 
the leaders (64%) receive some form of public relief. The drop to 
fifty per cent in Level II and forty-three per cent in Level III 
offers additional support to the prestige position of the recip-
ients of public assistance as opposed to the residents who obtain 
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their income from private sources. This circumstance is 
meaningful in view of the fact that the majority (53%) of 
the non-leaders are self-supporting. 
TABLE 2 
LEADERS AND NON-LEADERS BY SOURCE OF INCOME 
Leaders N o n - L e a d e r s 
Level I Level II Level III All Non-
Source of Leaders 
Income No. % . No • % No. % No. % 
Private 5 36 26 50 28 57 54 53 
Public 9 64 26 so 21 43 47 47 
Total 14 100% 52 100% 49 100% 101 100% 
x2 • 9 22 ; P 7 . OS 
This positive association of prestige and the receipt of welfare 
funds is in contradiction with what is generally found in the 
larger society and in stratification studies. In the larger 
society, living on private sources of income is obviously more 
highly valued than dependency on relief which usually receives 
the lowest possible rating. Warner rates sources of income in 
the following rank order: inherited wealth, earned wealth (does 
not have to work), profit and fees, salary, wages, private 
5 
relief, public relief. 
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In Pro ject HH and the surrounding community, receiving 
government support does not necessarily enhance one's pres-
tige, the opposite effect appears more likely, particularly 
as it relates to mothers receiving relief funds designated as 
6 
"Aid to Dependent Children." 
The writer has heard residents with some show of negative 
feeling express .the opinion that some women don't mind having 
children out of wedlock since each child helps to increase 
the ADC check,and that some women separate from their husbands 
so they will be in position to get the ADC allowance. 
A more hostile point of view was expressed by one female 
who stated that the best way to improve conditions in the 
project was to get rid of all mothers receiving ADC allotments, 
because she felt that many of these mothers did not use the 
money or time to care for their children but to engage in selfish 
5w. Lloyd Warner, Marchia Meeker, and Kenneth Eells, 
Social Class in America, Chicago: Science Research Asso-
ciates, Inc., 1949, p. 24. 
6 
The Social Security Act of 1935 established the aid to 
dependent children program (ADC) to provide care for children 
in their own home. For a more technical explanation see U.S. 
Compilation of the Social Security Laws, Document No. 454, 
Washington, Government Printing Off ice, 1959, Title IV, 
Section 401, p. 113. 
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and immoral activities. There was no attempt to record the 
extent or intensity of these negative feelings, but they should 
modify any belief that receiving public support is considered 
inherently meritorious. The fact that those receiving public 
support have a greater representation among the "leaders" than 
the "non-leaders", seemingly, is more in keeping with the hy-
pothesis that prestige in the community is based on personal 
rather than class characteristics. 
It is reasonable to assume that persons on public welfare 
may relate themselves more intensely to life within the project 
and the local neighborhood than those engage in private employ-
ment. Those adults on relief may remain in the area all day 
while those employed must spend the greater portion of their 
time in the larger society and, thereby, be more divided in 
their outlook or may almost wholly relate to the outside. 7 
7 . Th1s available time and local concentration of interest 
made possible by the receipt of public relief may to a great 
extent account for the solid representation of women in the 
leadership category. All of the 8 women leaders are on public 
welfare. Two receive old age assistance benefits and six get 
aid to dependent children allotments. These 8 women constitute 
fifty-seven per cent of the leaders' group. 
Women 
Men 
Leaders Non-Leaders 
8 (57%) 64 (63%) 
6 (43%) 37 (37%) 
14 (100%) 101 (100%) 
Total 
72 
43 
115 
This slight majority of women among the leaders though obvious-
ly not statistically significant is worthy of note; for Steward's 
study in Southtown indicates that women in general receive very 
minor recognition for their community efforts. See Frank Steward, 
"Study of Influence in Southtown," Soc iometry, Vol. 10, Feb., 
1947, pp. 16-18. 
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The recognition of relevant circumstances in the project 
and local environment gives strong support to the contention 
that the greater prestige accorded the recipients of relief, 
in comparison to persons earning their own livelihood, is 
probably due to their more intense project orientation and 
their availability for community activities rather than to the 
direct influences of their relief status . 
It may be seen in Table 3 that leaders have larger families 
than non-leaders. In terms of size fifty-seven per cent of the 
leader-families are composed of the parent(s) and at least 
three children. This situation is similarly true in only forty-
two per cent of the non-leader f amilies. 
TABLE 3 
LEADERS AND NON-LEADERS BY FAMILY SIZE 
Leaders N o n - L e a d e r s 
Level I Level II Level III All Non-
Leaders 
Family Size No. % No. % No. % No. % 
3 children 
a 8 57 22 42 20 41 42 42 or more 
Less than 
3 childrenb 6' 43 30 58 29 59 59 58 
14 100% 52 100% 49 100% 101 100% 
x2 = .589; P 7 . OS 
ain this category are four families composed of the mother 
and three or more children and four families composed of both 
parents and children. 
b . 
This category includes one family of husband and wife and 
two children, three of husband and wife, and two of individuals 
living alone. 
Table 4 shows that in terms of family type, leaders 
have more complete fami lies (both spouses present) than the 
8 
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non-leaders. The figures tell that among the leaders, husband 
and wife are together in fifty-seven per cent of the families 
while among the non-leaders, this circumstance holds in only 
forty-five per cent of the cases. Level II and Level III give 
support to this prestige pattern. 
TABLE 4 
LEADERS AND NON-LEADERS BY FAMILY TYPE 
Leaders N o n - L e a d e r s 
Level I Level II Level III All Non-
Leaders 
Family Type No 
. % No. % No . % No. % 
Complete 8 57 26 50 19 39 45 45 
Incomplete 6 43 26 50 30 61 56 55 
Total 14 100% 52 100% 49 100% 101 100% 
.359 ; p ~ .05 
8The complete family is herein interpreted as the family 
with husband and wife present, with or without children and 
other relatives. The eight complete families among the leaders 
include three consisting of husband and wife, and five con-
sisting of parents and children . The six incomplete families 
consist of four families of the mother with children, two con-
sisting of one female adult living alone . 
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The data presented on family composition give support to 
the hypothesis that there is no substantial difference between 
the leaders and non-leaders in social characteristics. None 
of the differences indicated were statistically significant. 
The descriptive analysis of the tables merely served to high-
light the direction of the differences which in these instances 
show that the leaders have the larger and more complete families. 
This suggestive trend is in keeping with the idea that stable 
families and families with children are more inclined to mani-
fest interest in the local community. 9 
Table 5 points up the relationship between age and social 
prestige. The majority (57%) of the leaders are below forty 
years of age while only thirty-eight per cent of the non-leaders 
fall in this age category. It is interesting to note that 
prestige does not consistently decrease with age. The middle 
age residents (40- 64_years) fall at the bottom of the hierarchy. 
While constituting thirty-nine per cent of the sample population, 
this age group provides only fourteen per cent of the leaders . 
The older residents are more consistent in their representation 
with twenty-three per cent among the non-leaders and slight in-
crease to twenty-nine per cent among the leaders. The superior 
positions of the junior and the senior residents are also reflected 
in Levels II and III. 
9 
William H. Form, "Stratification in Low and Middle Income 
Housing Areas ,'' Journal of Social Issues, Vol. 7, 1951, p. 114. 
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TABLE 5 
LEADERS AND NON-LEADERS BY AGE 
Leaders N o n - L e a d e r s 
r 
Level I Level II Level III All Non-
Leaders 
Age No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Below 40 8 57 26 50 12 25 38 38 
40 - 64a 2 14 14 25 26 53 40 39 
65 - 4 29 12 25 11 22 23 23 
Total 14 100% 52 100% 49 100% 101 100% 
x2 = 1:22; p 7 .05 
a 2 Rows two and three were combined for the computation of X . 
In a heterogeneous community with no organized groups into 
which a person must work his way gradually and move slowly to 
the top, it is reasonable to suspect that neither age nor length 
of residence will be a major deterrent or an aid to personal 
prestige. The fact that leadership is pronounced within the 
young-adult category indicates that some factors other than age 
are operative; for stratif i cation studies do not usually show the 
below-forty age level as being the most prestigeful. Both Steward 
and Form described the persons chosen as leaders in their studies 
10 
as "older." 
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All of the eight young leaders recorded in Table 5 have 
large families. Each consis~of four or more members. 11 It 
was noted earlier that parents -of large ·families are generally 
community-oriented in their outlook which may to some extent 
account for their being favorably recogni zed in the area. 
A more detailed analysis of the age category shows that 
four of the fourteen community leaders are over sixty-five 
years of age and four of the comp le'te isolates are also over 
sixty-five. 12 The major difference seems to be that the four 
leaders are all active and maintain some community contact, 
while the four ·complete isolates are quite the opposite; two 
are incapacitated and are, in genera l, confined to their 
homes; the third is partially deaf and quite emphatic that 
"he minds his own business"; and the fourth is physically 
active but quite contemptuous of any group efforts to improve 
10 
See Frank Steward, "Study of Influence in Southtown II," 
Sociometry, Vol . 10, Aug., 1947, pp . 273-286; and William H. 
Form, "Status Stratification in A Planned Community," American 
Sociological Review, Vol. 10, Oct ., 1945, p. 605. 
11 See page 59 above. 
1211Complete isolates" are defined in this study as persons 
who did not give or receive any leadership or friendship choices . 
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the community. 13 The numbers, though small, serve to illus-
trate the fact that the leaders are not accorded prestige 
because of their age. 
Table 6 shows that leaders have lived in the area longer 
than non-leaders. Sixty-four per cent of the leaders have 
lived in the project over five years as compared with fifty 
per cent of the non-leaders. The prestige levels also indi-
cate a positive relationship between length of residence and 
prestige in that fifty-five per cent of the persons in Level 
II have lived in the area over five years while only forty-
five per cent of those in Level III fall in this category. 
TABLE 6 
LEADERS AND NON-LEADERS BY LENGTH OF RESIDENCE 
Leaders - N o n - L e a d e r s 
Level I Level II Level III r All Non-
Length of Leaders 
Residence No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Less than 
6 years 5 36 23 45 27 55 50 50 
6 years 
and over 9 64 29 55 22 45 51 50 
Total . 14 100% 52 100% 49 100% 101 100% 
x2 . 450 ; P 7 . OS 
13A comparison of t hese four leaders and four complete isolates 
on their willingness to participate in community activities and 
their organizational memberships gives substance to this statement: 
Average Average 
Participation Potential Score No. of Org. Members. 
4 Community Leaders 8 1.3 
4 Complete Isolates 2 0 
For details see Appendix D. 
The analysis of Table 6 brings into focus the fact that 
the major~ty of leaders have lived in the area longer than 
five years which the project office reports as the average 
14 
length of residence for tenants in Project HR. Evidently, 
it takes some time for an individual's personal community 
interest to reflect itself in social prestige, particularly 
since newcomers do not have outstanding records nor are they 
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formally introduced to the area; however, the fact that approxi -
mately one-third (36%) of the leaders have lived in the area 
no longer than the average indicates that length of residence 
is not a prerequisite for social prestige. 
The project was opened for occupancy in 1951. This means 
that no persons have lived in the community a long time in 
comparison with the length of residence possibilities in the 
15 
old, established communities. Future studies should be help-
ful in gauging the effect of length of residence. 
Table 7 sets forth that in terms of race, Negroes con-
stitute seventy-one per cent of the highest prestige group 
14 f ' . b . d f . 1 . . In ormat~on o ta~ne rom manager ~n persona ~nterv~ew. 
15For ex~mple, Steward reported that in his study "it was 
not uncommon for older respondents to recall that persons they 
were mentioning had moved to Southtown 20, 30, or even 40 years 
ago." And the fact that an individual belonged to an 'old 
family' was often given as the basis for his importance. See 
Steward, " Study of Influences in Southtown II,".££· cit., p. 275. 
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(leaders) which is substantially greater than their percentage 
(54%) among the non-leaders. This dominance in the higher 
status groups is further reflected in the Negro majority (62%) 
in Level II and the drop to a slight minority (45%) in Level III. 
TABLE 7 
LEADERS AND NON-LEADERS BY RACEa 
Leaders N o n - L e a d e r s 
Level I Level II Level III J All Non-
Leaders 
Race No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Negro 10 71 31 62 22 45 53 54 
White 4 29 19 38 27 55 46 46 
Total 14 100% 50 100% 49 100% 99 100% 
I 
x2 = .9492; P .OS 
aTwo respondents who are married to persons of another race 
are not included in any of the racial comparisons. This accounts 
for the total of 99 non-leaders in Tables 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 as op-
posed to 101 non- leaders in Tables 2 through 6. Both respondents 
are white women who were interviewed because their husbands could 
not be conveniently contacted. In terms of rank both are in Level 
II; both have received some college training; both have private 
sources of income; each is obviously a member of a complete family; 
one family consist of husband, wife, and five children; the other con-
sist of husband, wife and one child. 
The data presented in Table 7 indicate that Negroes in 
Project HH tend to approach a status position which is contrary to 
their standing in the larger community. The data summarized in 
Tables 8, 9, 10 give additional support to this point of view. 
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Table 8 shows that Negroes have the higher educational 
level. Approximately one-third (30%) of the Negro non-leaders 
have completed high school, as compared with one-fifth (19%) 
of the whites. The same pattern prevails among the leaders. 
Eighty per cent of the Negro leaders finished high school com-
16 
pared with twenty per cent of the white leaders. 
TABLE 8 
RELATIONSHIP OF RACE AND EDUCATION 
a 
Leaders N o n - L e a d e r s 
School Grade Negro White Negro White All Non-
11 
12 
Completed Leaders 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
grades 
or less 2 20 3 75 37 70 37 81 74 75 
grades or 
or more 8 80 1 25 16 30 9 19 25 25 
Total 10 100% 4 100% 53 100% 46 100% 99 100% 
2 X = .325; P ~ .05 (For non-leaders) 
a · · 1 d No stat1st1ca test rna e. 
16 
The reader's attention is called to the very small 
numbers on which these leadership percentages are based. They 
are obviously too small to be considered without extreme caution. 
These are presented here as a convenience in comparison and to 
indicate whether the difference between the leaders is in the 
same direction as the difference between the non-leaders. · 
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In connection with the source of income, Table 9 points 
out that more Negroes (58%) receive their income from private 
sources than whites (46%). It is also interesting to note 
that among the leaders, all of the white leaders are on re-
lief, while only 50% of the Negro leaders receive public as-
sistance. 
TABLE 9 
RELATIONSHIP OF RACE AND SOURCE OF INCOME 
I 
Leaders a N o n - L e a d e r s 
i 
Source of Negro White 'l"egro · White All Non-Leaders Income I No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Public 5 50 4 100 22 42 25 54 47 47 
Private 5 50 0 0 31 58 21 46 52 53 
Total 10 100% 4 100% f3 100% 46 100% 99 100% 
2 X = 1. 09; P / · 05 (For non-leaders) 
aNo statistical test made. 
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Observation of Table 10 reveals that Negroes have larger 
families. Considering the non-leaders, fifty-one per cent of 
the Negro families have three or more children, while this 
situation is true in only thirty per cent of the white families. 
Seventy per cent of the Negro leaders have large families com-
pared with only twenty-five per cent among the white leaders. 
This analysis has meaning in terms of community interest; for 
as Form has pointed out, parents of large families tend to 
TABLE 10 
RELATIONSHIP OF FAMILY SIZE AND RACE 
Leader sa N o n - L e al a e r s 
Family Negro White Negro White All Non-
Size Leaders 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
3 children 
or more 7 70 1 25 27 51 14 30 41 41 
Less than 
3 children 3 30 3 75 26 49 32 70 58 59 
' 
Total 10 100% 4 100% 53 100% 46 100% 99 100% 
2 X = 3 . 47; P ~ . OS (For non- leaders) 
aNo statistical test made. 
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manifest greater interest in community activities that have 
meaning for their children; 17 and in Project HH, the care, 
control and protection of the young represent a major concern . 
Table 11 shows that in regard to the completeness of 
family units , N.egroes hold the advantage. Among the non-
leaders, fifty-three per cent of the Negro households are 
complete family units as compared with thirty-three per cent 
of the white families. The difference between the leaders 
follows in the same direction. Half of the white leaders be-
long to complete families while sixty per cent of the Negro 
leaders belong to such family units. 
TABLE 11 
RELATIONSHIP OF RACE AND FAMILY TYPE 
a 
Leaders N o n - L e a d e r s 
Negro White Negro White All Non-
Family Leaders 
Type No. % No. % No . % No. % No. % 
Comp lete 6 60 2 50 23 53 15 33 43 43 
Incomplete 4 40 2 50 25 47 31 67 56 57 
Total 10 100% 4 100% 53 100% 46 100% 99 100% 
2 X = 3.31; P ~ .05 (For non-leaders) 
a 
No statistical test made. 
17 
William H. Form, "Stratification in Low and Middle Income 
Housing Areas," Journal of Social Issues, Vol. 7, 1951, p. 114. 
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Form maintains that there is a "strain toward strati-
fication" based on factors operative in the large society 
18 
which influence rank wherever the person resides. However, 
19 
an examination of Table 7 indicates that the "strain toward 
stratification" is in contradiction to the operation of status 
factors in the larger society. In the larger society, persons 
of highest prestige are invariably white,and Negroes are uni-
20 formly "given the lowest valuation of any ethnic category." 
In opposition to this general trend, Negroes here comprise ap-
proximately three-quarters of the high prestige group and 
register a declining representation as one moves down the 
prestige scale. It may well be that public integrated housing 
is more attractive to Negroes than to white persons with the 
attributes that are highly valued in the project. Experience 
shows that decent housing is more difficult for Negroes to get, 
and there is also evidence that Negroes place greater esteem on 
18 
See William H. Form, "Status Stratification In A Planned 
Connnunity," American Socio logical Review," Vol. 10, Oct ., 1945, 
p. 612. Form specifically lists race as one of the factors. 
19 See page 63 above. 
20 Logan Wilson and William L. Kolb, Sociological Analys i s: 
An Introductory Text and Case Book, New York: Harcourt Brace 
and Company, 1949, p. 477. 
21 
integrated public housing. 
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The data presented in Tables 8, 9, 10, and 11 above offer 
additional basis for these observations. This accumulative 
picture suggests that Negro parents of modest means, with a 
high school education, interested in helping to create a decent 
community in which to rear their children might more readily 
move into Project HH than white parents in similar circumstances. 
Thus the fact that Table 7 shows that leaders do not differ 
significantly from non-leaders in terms of race and the addi-
tional fact that the total impact of the differences that do 
exist are geared to characteristics that are related to greater 
community interest provide reason for greater confidence in the 
hypothesis that group factors are not the major determinants 
of social prestige. Therefore, the prestige position that Negroes 
occupy in Project HH is not necessarily based on race but on the 
fact that this specific environment has attracted Negroes who 
possess to a greater degree than whites those characteristics 
that are likely to win social recognition. 
21 
See Morton Deutsch and Mary Evans Collins, Interracial 
Housing: A Psychological Evaluation of A Social Experiment, 
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1951, p. 16; 
Marie Jahoda and Patricia Salter West, "Race Relations in 
Public Housing," Journal of Social Issues, Vol. 7, p. 132. 
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A racial breakdown of leadership choices received by 
the fourteen leaders provides information worthy of note. 
TABLE 12 
DISTRIBUTION OF LEADERSHIP CHOICES 
BY RACE (LEADERS) 
Negro Leaders White Leaders Total 
Choices by Negroes 21 6 27 
Choices by Whites 5 6 11 
26 12 38 
In this concentration of choices to the leaders, Negroes 
seemingly show a greater preference for Negroes than whites 
do for whites, in that the Negroes give 21 (77%) of their 27 
choices to Negroes while the whites give approximately half 
(55%) of their choices to whites. However, when the total 
number of leadership choices are considered, whites show the 
greater in-group preference. 
TABLE 13 
DISTRIBUTIONS OF LEADERSHIP CHOICES 
BY RACE (TOTAL POPULATION) 
71 
Negro Residents White Residents Total 
Choices by Negroes 34 14 48 
Choices by Whites 5 23 28 
39 37 76 
It may be seen in Table 13 that Negroes give 34 (71%) of 
their 48 choices to Negroes, while white residents give 23 (82%) 
of their 28 choices to whites. If in-group preference is viewed 
in terms of the extent to which each group approached maximum 
self preference, the situation is brought into sharper focus . 
Table 7 in the text shows that whites constitute 46% of the popu-
lation, Negroes 54%. If Negroes gave choices without preference, 
white residents would have received 22 (46%) of their 48 choices; 
however, white residents received only 14 Negro choices which in-
dicates that Negroes preferred Negroes by 8 choices (22-14). This 
represents 39% of maximum self preference (8~22xl00). White res-
pondents made 28 choices, five of which went to Negroes. Without 
preference, Negroes would have received 15 choices (54%). There-
fore whites prefer each other by 10 choices. This action 
denotes 67% of maximum preference. 22 
The sociometric data summarized in Tables 14 and 15 
give evidence of the greater social expansiveness of the 
Negro residents. Table 14 points out that Ne groes made 
sixty-three per cent of the total leadership choices and 
also sixty-three per cent of the friendship choices . The 
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tendency of Negroes to give more choices is further revealed 
in the extent to which the maximum number of sociometric 
choices were used. Each resident was allowed three friendship 
and three leadership choices. Table 15 shows that Negroes 
made twenty-seven per cent of their possible leadership choices 
and fifty-eight per cent of their possible friendship choices, 
while the white respondents used nineteen per cent of their 
possible leadership choices and forty-one per cent of their 
friendship choices. 
22This data conforms to the in-group preference theory 
proposed by Allport . See Gordon W. Allport, The Nature of 
Prejudice, New York: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, Inc., 
1954, pp. 37-38. 
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TABLE 14 
SOCIOMETRIC CHOICES BY RACE 
59aNegro Respondents 
48bWhite Respondents 
Friendship Choices 
103 63% 
61 37% 
164 100% 
Leadership Choices 
48 63% 
28 37% 
76 100% 
aThe Negro respondents recorded here and in Table 15 below 
include six respondents who have previously been included in the 
"leader" category. This accounts for the listing of 59 rather 
than 53 as recorded in earlier tables on race. 
bThe number of white respondents here and in Table 15 below 
is 48 rather than 46 as listed in the other Negro-white comparisons. 
The two white women who are partners in interracial marriages were 
not listed in the other tables dealing with race. 
TABLE 15 
PERCENTAGE OF POSSIBLE SOCIOMETRIC CHOICES USED BY RACE 
59 Negro 
Respondents 
48 White 
Respondents 
Leaders hi 
Possible Actual 
177 48 
144 28 
Choices 
Actual 
Possible 
.27 
.19 
Friendshi Choices 
Possible Actual Actual 
Possible 
177 103 .58 
144 61 .41 
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The foregoing racial analysis denotes that in Project HH 
each racial group registered a sociometric preference for its 
23 
own members as has been demonstrated in other studies. The 
analysis also shows that the majority of friendship and leader-
ship choices were made by Negroes. It is reasonable to assume 
that these two circumstances were operative in bringing about 
the fact that seventy-one per cent of the leaders as indicated 
in Table 7 are Negro. There are other factors, however, which 
tend to modify this assumption and to emphasize the impact of 
personal attributes on the choice of specific individuals for 
leaders. A review of Table 12 will show that in the concen-
tration of choices to the fourteen leaders both races showed 
more partiality to Negroes than they did in the more general 
dispersion of choices summarized in Table 13. For example, in 
the distribution of leadership choices to the entire population, 
whites gave eighty-two per cent of their choices to other whites, 
but in connection with the leaders, white residents gave approxi-
mately half (45%) of their choices to Negroes. As a matter of 
fact, the entire white vote (5) that "crossed the color line" 
went to leaders. Another example of the impact of the "opposite" 
vote is the fact that of the twelve choices received by white 
23 
John H. Mann, "The Influence of Racial Prejudice on 
Sociometric Choices and Perception," Sociometry , Vol. 21, June, 
1958, p. 157. 
leaders half were given by Negroes. 
Another indication of the possibility of individual 
mobility regardless of race is the interracial composition 
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of the four top leaders in Level I. The first two, one white 
and one Negro, received eight votes each, and the third and 
24 fourth, also an interracial duo, received seven votes each . 
These findings imply that the ethnic frame of reference 
has not been sufficiently modified to eliminate racial pref-
erence in sociometric choices; however, race is not a signifi-
cant factor in determining social prestige and does not assure 
or prevent a resident from reaching the very top of the social 
hierarchy. 
Table 16 shows that leaders have a higher educational 
level than the non-leaders. Sixty-four per cent of the leaders 
completed high school as compared with twenty-seven per cent of 
the non-leaders. On the other hand, thirty per cent of the non-
leaders advanced no further than elementary school while all of 
the leaders experienced some high school training. The consis-
tent downward trend in educational attainment from Level I through 
Level II and Level III further demonstrates the positive associa-
tion of education and social prestige. 
24 
See Appendix C-1, reference numbers 1, 2, 3, and 4. 
76 
TABLE 16 
LEADERS AND NON-LEADERS BY EDUCATION 
Leaders N o n - L e a d e r s 
School Level I Level II Level III All Non-
Grades Leaders 
Completed No. % No. % No. % No. % 
8 grades or less 0 0 11 21 19 39 30 30 
9 - 11 5 36 26 50 18 37 44 43 
12 6 43 12 23 11 22 23 23 
13 - 15 2 14 2 4 0 0 2 2 
Completed 
College 16 1 7 1 2 1 2 2 2 
Total 14 100% 52 100% 49 100% 101 100% 
I 
x2 = 6.411 ; P ~.05 
The data relative to educational achievement show the same 
positive association of social prestige and education that pre-
vails in the larger society. This finding is in opposition to 
the hypothesis but is not especially surprising ; for even though 
education is included among the social group characteristics, it 
is highly correlated with intelligence, a personality trait which 
25 leaders are reported to have to a greater extent than non-leaders. 
25For a summary of studies comparing leaders and non-leaders 
on intelligence, see Floyd L. Ruch, Psychology and Life, Chicago: 
Scott, Foresman and Company, 1953, p. 343. 
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Psychologists agree that in the adult it is difficult to dis-
associate intelligence and education. Hilgard explains the 
complexity involved: 
We face a problem of interpretation. Those who 
cannot profit by schooling tend to drop out early. 
Because there is a relationship between intelli-
gence and success in school, only those sufficient-
ly intelligent will continue through high school 
and college . This educational survival of the 
more intelligent automatically leads to a corre-
lation between intelligence and education ... An 
additional and related possibility is the influ-
ence in home and community that keep children in 
school longer may have an effect upon intelligence 
even though schooling itself does not . 26 
The social psychological aspect of education must be 
considered in this attempt to relate education as a social or 
personal factor basic to prestige. Hilgard adds this perti-
nent comment: ''If we classify adults according to the years 
of education they have completed, we have also come close to 
classifying them according to levels of intelligence. 1127 So 
if leaders were chosen on the basis of personal leadership 
characteristics rather than social class attributes, this fact 
would not rule out the probability of most of the leaders 
having attained a higher level of schooling. It is not far-
fetched to assume that in a low income community that the more 
26 
Ernest R. Hilgard, Introduction to Psychology, New York: 
Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1953, pp. 396-397. 
27 
Ibid. 
78 
highly educated residents, if interested, would more effec-
tively appraise the needs and communicate their concern. 
It is important to point out that education alone will 
not guarantee social honor in Project HH, it has to be coupled 
with interest in the community and some appreciation of com-
munity values. This point is given some substance in that of 
the three persons in the sample who have the highest educa-
tional qualifications--completion of college--only one ranks 
as a leader. This person expresses an active interest in the 
area and adheres to the community values. On the other hand, 
the two non-leaders present quite a different picture. One is 
an individual who scorns any effort to improve the community. 
When asked what should be done to improve the community, he 
responded: "Nothing, it's impossible to help the community 
with these people in it." The other is an alcoholic whose 
1 d . "d d d . h . 28 genera ecorum ~s cons~ ere a etr~ment to t e commun~ty. 
28The leader is the young male head of a family which in-
cludes a wife and two children. He has an adherence to values 
score of 12 and a participation potential score of 12. 
The non-leader who scorns community efforts is a complete 
isolate in Level III. He is an elderly man who lives alone. 
His adherence to value score is 8, his participation potential 
score is 0. 
The alcoholic is a middle-age mother with two children. 
Her rank is Level II. Her adherence to value score is 5~, her 
participation potential score is 4. 
See pages 79-88 below for full explanation of scales. Note 
Appendix C for details on social characteristics and Appendix D 
for personal characteristics of the persons indicated. Use fol-
lowing reference numbers of key: #6--leader; #106--scorner of 
community; #46--alcoholic. 
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Individual Characteristics and Social Prestige 
This section will be mainly concerned with section (b) 
of Hypothesis I which states that: Persons of prestige will 
exhibit personal characteristics generally ascribed to com-
munity leaders. They will adhere more closely to community 
values; express a higher degree of satisfaction with the 
community; and will demonstrate a greater interest in the 
community. 
In designing the test for this hypothesis, community 
values were derived from the tenant's responses to the fol-
lowing questions: 
"What are some things you like about living in 
this housing project?" 
"What are some of the things you dislike about 
living in this housing project?" 
"Which are the three more desirable buildings 
in this project? What are the reasons for your 
choices?" 
"Which are the three least desirable buildings 
in this project? What are the reasons for your 
choices?" 
"What do you think should be done to make this 
development a better and more enjoyable place 
in which to live?" 
The responses to these questions were analyzed. Table 17 
categorizes these responses into major areas of concern which 
serve as the source for the community values presented in this 
study. 
TABLE 17 
OPINIONS ABOUT PROJECT LIVING AND SUGGESTIONS 
FOR IMPROVEMENT AS EXPRESSED BY 
SAMPLE POPULATIONa 
Positive Negative Suggestions 
Areas Opinions Opinions 
of b Concern 
Number Number Number 
General Decorum 54 78 41 
Sanitation 32 35 11 
Facilities 99 46 37 
Policies 9 7 24 
Maintenance 11 23 7 
Economy 26 3 0 
Location 37 7 0 
Miscellaneous . 17 20 6 
Total 285 219 126 
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Total 
173 
78 
182 
40 
41 
29 
44 
43 
630 
aThe figures given are based on statements made by tenants con-
cerning what they liked or disliked about living in the project, why 
they considered some buildings desirable and others undesirable, and 
what should be done to improve conditions. Comments on likes and 
characteristics of desirable buildings are included under positive 
opinions and those on dislikes and undesirable buildings under nega-
tive. The specific questions which elicited these responses are 
listed on page 78 above. 
bAn important area of concern which is not brought out in this 
table is the concern over the welfare of children. This concern for 
children was frequently introduced in connection with the other areas. 
For example, most of the dislikes and suggestions listed under facili-
ties relate to lack of recreation facilities for children; dissatis-
faction with behavior patterns were often expressed in terms of the 
harmful effect on children. 
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The areas of concern listed in Table 17 were designated 
as community values for they incorporate the elements around 
which the goals, problems, and evaluat~ons of the community 
are centered as evidenced by the verbal responses of the 
residents. These concerns are most prominent in the residents' 
evaluation of their present situation and their expressed hopes 
for the future. 
General decorum and sanitation were selected as the values 
to be included in the "adherence to community values" scale. 
This choice was made because these two values could be broken 
down into components over which each fam~ly had immediate and 
direct control. For example, general decorum was broken down 
into units of "personal behavior" and "reputation as a neighbor" 
and sanitation was defined in terms of the more measurable unit 
of housekeeping practices. 
From the hypothesis that leaders would adhere more closely 
to community values was derived the more specific prediction 
that 
leaders will be rated at a higher score on 
general decorum and housekeeping practices 
than non-leaders. 
Tables 18 and 19 show the relationship between general 
decorum and social prestige . The tenant's ranking on general 
decorum was determined by his score on two three-point scales. 
The two housing project managers rated each tenant "good," 
"fair," or "poor" on "personal behavior" and "reputation as a 
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neighbor." On each scale "good" was scored as 3 points, 
"fair" as 2 points and "poor" as 1 point. Scores from the 
two scales were combined to form the tenant's general decorum 
score. The manager's knowledge of the tenants was based on 
personal observations, reports from the project maintenance 
crew,and staff workers, and finally on complaints or compli-
ments of other tenants. 
Table 18 points up the fact that in keeping with the 
hypothesis, the leaders were rated higher on general decorum 
than non-leaders. The leaders' average score of 5.57 is 
significantly higher than the non-leaders' average of 4.89. 
The difference that exists among the levels is not signifi-
cant; however, there is a trend towards greater conformity 
as one goes up the prestige ladder. 
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TABLE 18 
SCORES RECEIVED BY LEADERS AND NON-LEADERS 
ON GENERAL DECORUM 
Leaders N o n - L e a d e r s 
Level I Level II Level III All Non-
Score Leaders 
X f fx f fx f fx f fx 
2 0 0 3 6 0 0 3 6 
3 0 0 2 6 2 6 4 12 
4 2 8 18 72 22 88 40 160 
5 2 10 3 15 5 25 8 40 
6 10 60 26 156 20 120 46 276 
14 78 52 255 49 239 101 494 
Av. 5.57 Av. 4.90 Av. 4.88 Av. 4 . 89 
Difference between leaders and non-leaders: F=4.75; P ~. 05 
Difference among Levels I, II, and III: F=2 . 42; P / . 05 
--------------------------- -----------·-
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Table 19 shows the superior rating of the leaders on 
general decorum from another point of view . Here it is re-
vealed that none of the leaders received a rating of "poor," 
and approximately three-quarters (71%) merited a rating of 
"good." On the other hand, seven per cent of the non-leaders 
received a rating of "poor," and a little less than half (46%) 
received the rating of "good." There is also the gradual de-
crease in conformity as one moves down the prestige ladder . 
For example, there is a drop in the "good" rating from seventy-
one per cent in Level I to fifty per cent in Level II, to a 
low of forty-one per cent in Level III. On the other hand, 
there is an increase in the "poor" rating from zero in Level I 
to 2 in Level II and up to a high of 5 in Level III . 
Rating 
Good 
Fair 
Poor 
TABLE 19 
RATINGS OF LEADERS AND NON-LEADERS 
ON GENERAL DECORUM SCALEa 
Leaders N o n - L 
Level I Level II Level III 
No. % No. % No . % 
10 71 26 so 20 41 
4 29 24 46 24 49 
0 0 2 4 5 10 
14 100% 52 100% 49 100% 
~o statistical test made on this table. 
e a d e r s 
All Non-Leaders 
No. % 
46 46 
48 47 
7 7 
101 100% 
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The data presented in Tables 20 and 21 show the rela-
tionship between prestige and housekeeping practices. The 
tenant's rating on housekeeping practices were derived from 
two scales. The housing manager rated the tenants on a 
three point scale of "good," "fair:' and "poor." Points were 
scored 3, 2, and 1 respectively. The second scale was scored 
by the interviewer. The interviewer rated each apartment he 
visited on a four point scale of "excellent!--4 points, "good" 
29 
--3 points, "fair"--2 points.and "poor"--1 point. The guide 
lines established for both scales were: an apartment that was 
judged clean and orderly received 3 points; an apartment that 
was judged moderately clean and orderly received 2 points; and 
an apartment that was judged disorderly and unclean received 
1 point. The interviewer gave four points to an apartment if 
in addition to being clean and orderly there were special 
attractive features; e.g., pictures on the walls, flowers 'in 
the windows, knick-knack shelves, etc. 
It is apparent from Tables 20 and 21 that leaders are 
rated higher on housekeeping practices than non-leaders. 
Table 20 shows that the leaders' average score of 6.21 is 
significantly higher than the average score of 5.36 recorded 
for the non-leaders. The superiority of the persons of prestige 
29 
. 11 . . . d' f Occas~ona y ~nterv~ewers gave ~nterme ~ate scores; or 
example, 2.5 was recorded for a situation considered between 
"good" and "fair." 
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in their housekeeping practices is further denoted by the obvious 
differences among the prestige groups. There is a consistent de-
cline from the Level I average of 6.21 to the Level II average of 
5.52 and finally to the low of 5.18 for Level III. 
Score 
X 
2.0 
2.5 
3.0 
3.5 
4.0 
4.5 
5.0 
5.5 
6.0 
6.5 
7.0 
TABLE 20 
SCORES RECEIVED BY LEADERS AND NON-LEADERS 
ON ADHERENCE TO COMMUNITY VALUES SCALE: 
HOUSEKEEPING PRACTICES 
Leaders N o n - L e a d 
I 
Level I Level II Level III 
f fx f fx f fx 
0 0.0 0 0.0 2 4.0 
0 0.0 1 2.5 0 0 . 0 
0 0.0 1 3.0 2 6.0 
0 0.0 4 14.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 1 4.0 2 8.0 
0 0.0 5 22.5 7 31.5 
2 10.0 12 60.0 14 70.0 
0 0.0 2 11.0 5 27 . 5 
7 42.0 12 72.0 12 72.0 
' 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
5 35.0 14 98.0 5 35.0 
e r s 
All Non-Leader 
f fx 
2 4.0 
1 2.5 
3 9.0 
4 14.0 
3 12.0 
12 54.0 
26 130 . 0 
7 38.5 
24 144.0 
0 0.0 
19 133.0 
Total 14 87.0 52 287.0 49 254.0 101 541.0 
Average: 6.21 5.52 5.18 5.36 
Difference between leaders and non-leaders: F = 6.53; P ~.OS 
Differences among Levels I, II and III: F = 4. 33; P <· 05 
s 
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Table 21 gives an additional illustration of the positive 
relationship between the quality of housekeeping and social 
prestige. For here it is revealed that none of the leaders 
received a "poor" rating while ten per cent of the non-leaders 
were so rated . The leaders, however, doubled the percentage of 
non-leaders on the "good" rating (86% as compared to 43%). Fur-
ther substantiation of the prediction of the higher score for 
persons of prestige is the obvious decline in the percentage of 
"good" ratings and the increase in "poor" as one looks from the 
top to the bottom of the hierarchy. The consecutive listing of 
86%, 50%,and 35% for the "good" scores and 0%, 8%, and 12% for 
the "poor" are highly illustrative. 
TABLE 21 
RATINGS OF LEADERS AND NON- LEADERS 
ON "ADHERENCE TO COMMUNITY VALUE S" SCALE: 
HOUSEKEEPING PRACTICES a 
Leaders N o n 
-
L e a d e r s 
Level I Level II Lev el III All Non-Leaders 
Rating No. % No. % No. % No. io 
Good 12 86 26 50 17 35 43 43 
Fair 2 14 22 42 26 53 48 47 
Poor 0 0 4 8 6 12 10 10 
14 100% 52 100% 49 100% 101 100% 
a 
No statistical test made on this compar ~son . 
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The findings in connection with adherence to community 
values give support to the hypothesis that leaders adhere 
more closely to community values than non-leaders. The pre-
dictions that leaders would rate a higher score on house-
keeping practices and on general decorum were amply jus tified. 
Both findings are significant at the .05 level. The positive 
relationship between prestige and adherence to values is further 
substantiated in that on both scales as there is movement up 
the social hierarchy from Level III through Levels II and I, 
there is an increase in the adherence score . These findings 
suggest that those whose behavior patterns most impressively 
portray community values provide some basis for the feeling 
within the population that they might be most helpful in 
enabling the community to achieve its goals. These hopeful 
feelings are reflected in the direction of leadership choices. 
The same idea is mildly expressed by Newcomb who holds that 
the leaders' conformity to the norms and aspirations of the 
30 
community conveys the sense of belonging. In a more dramatic 
setting, Ros~nfeld emphasizes the necessary correlation between 
leadership and the devotion to collective values in the kibutz 
31 
movement. So the finding in Project HH is in keeping with 
30 Theodore Newcomb, Social Psychology, New York: Dryden 
Press, Inc., 1950, p. 654. 
31Eva Rosenfeld, "Stratification In a Classless Society," 
American Sociological Review, Vol. 16, Dec., 1951, p. 774. 
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the conclusions reached in other leadership studies and the 
hypothesis of this paper . 
Table 22 points out the relationship between social 
prestige and expressed satisfaction with the community. 
"Satisfaction with the community" was defined in terms of 
position on a four point scale. Each tenant's position was 
determined by his response to the question: "How do you like 
living in this housing development?" "Very much"--4 points; 
"Generally satisfied"--3 points; "Generally dissatisfied"--
32 
2 points; and "Dislike it very much"--1 point. 
Table 22 contains findings that are in contradiction to 
the prediction set by the hypothesis. Here it is revealed 
that the non-leaders express greater satisfaction with the 
community as indicated by their average score of 3.08 which 
is significantly higher than the leaders ' average score of 
2.57. Further examination shows that both Levels II and III 
have higher average scores than Level I. 
32In several instances, the interviewers gave intermediate 
scores. 
Score 
X 
1.0 
1.5 
2.0 
2.5 
3.0 
3.5 
4.0 
TABLE 22 
SCORES RECEIVED BY LEADERS AND NON-LEADERS 
ON SATISFACTION WITH COMMUNITY SCALE 
Leaders N o n - L e a d e 
Level I Level II Level III 
f fx f fx f fx 
3 3.0 2 2.0 3 3.0 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
2 4.0 8 16.0 7 14.0 
2 5.0 5 12 . 5 8 20.0 
4 12.0 12 36.0 16 48.0 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
3 12.0 25 100.0 15 60.0 
14 36.0 52 166.5 49 145.0 
Average 2.57 3.20 2.96 
90 
r s 
All Non-
Leaders 
f fx 
5 5 .0 
0 0.0 
15 30.0 
13 32 . 5 
28 84.0 
0 0.0 
40 160.0 
101 311.5 
3.08 
Difference between leaders and non-leaders: F = 3.95; P .05 
Difference among Levels I, II and III: F - 2.91; P ~ .OS 
As noted above, the finding relative to satisfaction with 
the community revealed a negative association between leadership 
and community satisfaction. This finding is in opposition to the 
stated hypothesis and the conclusion reached by other community 
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studies. Some insight into the basis for this different 
finding may be gained by comparing the persons of prestige 
in Project HH with the "influentials" of Southtown whom Steward 
found to be more satisfied with the community than the rest of 
the population. Steward reported that most of the "influentials" 
had lived in the area at least 20 years. This longer residence 
was felt by Steward to be a key factor underlying the feeling 
of satisfaction. On the other hand in Project HH, there is no 
significant difference between leaders and non-leaders in terms 
of leng.th of residence. Sixty-four per cent of the leaders and 
fifty per cent of the non-leaders have lived in the area from s ix 
33 
to nine years. The project was opened for occupancy in 1951, 
so obviously no one has lived in the community longer than nine 
years. The population is mobile, and strong sentimental attach-
ments to the area have not yet developed. What is perhaps more 
important is the fact that the leaders of Southtown and those 
reported in other studies were from the midd le and upper income 
strqta, and it is reasonable to assume that they lived in a com-
paratively safe, healthy and attractive environment. The leaders 
in Project HH, however, live in an environment which is considered 
by the public and many residents to be physically dirty, and 
socially unhealthy. In such an environment, the people with the 
33 See Table 6, p. 61 
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greatest amount of interest in the community might well be 
those most eager to bring about a change and would so register this 
discontent. This circumstance gives importance to the contention 
of Form that various types of neighborhoods should be studied so 
as to relate specific types of social stratification factors to 
. f' f . . 34 spec~ ~c types o commun~t~es. The evidence at this point 
suggests that in a comparatively new community with compelling 
physical and social attributes that are in conflict with the 
major concerns of the community those persons whose behavior 
patterns show the greatest commitment to community values and 
who manifest the greatest interest in improving the community 
will (l) express greater dissatisfaction with the existing situa-
tion and ,(2) will more than likely emerge as community leaders. 
Hypothesis I also states that leaders will demonstrate a 
greater interest in the community. Two predictions were developed 
from this segment of the hypothesis. The first prediction states 
that the leaders will express a greater willingness to participate 
in community improvement projects and the second states that 
leaders will report more affiliations with community improvement 
groups than non-leaders. 
"Interest in the community" was defined in terms of the 
tenant's participation potential score which was derived from 
34 
William H. Form, "Stratification In Low and Middle Income 
Housing Areas," Journal of Social Issues, Vol. 7, 1951, p. 118. 
93 
firstly, his response to four questions concerning his willing-
ness to participate in community improvement programs: 
""Will you volunteer to work with others to make this area 
a better place in which to live?" 
"Will you volunteer to work with other residents to 
improve conditions in Project HH?" 
"Would you like to work with people in your building 
to make your building a more enjoyable place in which 
to live?" 
Would you like to work with people on your floor to 
make your floor a more enjoyable place in which to 
live?" 
The respondent received (-1) point for each "no" response with 
a negative comment; (0) point for a "no" response with no com-
ment; (1) point for "yes" response with no comment and (2) points 
for a "yes" response with a positive comment. Secondly, the 
interviewer gave an estimate of the respondent's participation 
potential using the following scale: good--4 points; fair- - 2 
35 
points; poor--0. 
The tenant's score and the interviewer's estimate were com-
bined to form each tenant's participation potential score. 
Table 23 presents the comparison of the participation 
potential scores of the leaders and non-leaders. The table 
brings into focus the fact that the average participation po-
tential score (10.93) for the leaders is significantly higher 
35 
For the convenience of machine computation, 4 points were 
added to each score to eliminate all minus scores. The original 
range of -4 through 12 was, thereby, changed to 0 through 16 as 
indicated by the scores presented in Table 23. 
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than the average score (8.26) for the non-leaders . The positive 
relationship between the expressed willingness to participate in 
community improvement activities is even more strikingly reflected 
in the differences among the prestige levels . There is the decided 
drop from an average of 10.93 in Level I to 9.62 in Level II and 
down to 6.82 in Level III. 
Score 
X 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
Average: 
TABLE 23 
PARTICIPATION POTENTIAL SCORES RECEIVED 
BY LEADERS AND NON-LEADERS 
Leaders N o n - L e 
Level I Level II Level III 
f fx f fx f fx 
1 0 0 0 4 0 
0 0 1 1 5 5 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 1 3 
1 4 5 20 9 36 
0 0 0 0 1 5 
0 0 3 18 2 12 
0 0 4 28 2 14 
2 16 8 64 3 24 
0 0 5 45 4 36 
1 10 6 60 10 100 
1 11 5 55 1 11 
2 24 0 0 4 48 
1 13 9 117 3 39 
2 28 1 14 0 0 
1 15 2 30 0 0 
2 32 3 48 0 0 
14 153 52 500 49 334 
10.93 9.62 6 . 82 
a d e r s 
All-Non 
Leaders 
f fx 
4 0 
6 6 
0 0 
1 3 
14 56 
1 5 
5 30 
6 42 
11 88 
9 81 
16 160 
6 66 
4 48 
12 156 
1 14 
2 30 
3 48 
101 834 
8.26 
Difference between leaders and non-leaders: F- 5.13; P ~ .05 
Difference among Levels I, II and III: F = 9.21 ; P ~.01 
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"Interest in the connnunity" was also gauged by the number 
of organizations mentioned in response to the question: "Are 
you at present an active member of any groups in this area that 
are working to improve the connnunity?" 
A comparison of leaders and non-leaders on organizational 
memberships was used to test the prediction that leaders would 
report more affiliations than non-leaders. 
It is apparent from Table 24 that membership in organizations 
concerned with connnunity betterment shows the same strong positive 
relationship with social prestige as the willingness to partici-
pate in connnunity improvement activities . For example, seventy-
nine per cent of the leaders reported organizational affiliations 
while only seven per cent of the non-leaders made such reports. 
J ust as impressive is the dramatic decline from seventy-nine per 
cent for Level I to seven per cent for Level II and to a complete 
zero for Level III. 
TABLE 24 
LEADERS AND NON-LEADERS ORGANIZATIONAL MEMBERSHIPS 
Leaders N o n - L e a d e r s 
Memberships Level I Level II Level III All Non-
Leaders 
No . % No. % No . % No . % 
None 3 21 45 86 49 100 94 93 
One or More 11 79 7 14 0 0 7 7 
Total 14 100% 52 100% 49 100% 101 100% 
2 
X = 425.2; p ~ .001 
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Interest in the comm~nity l ooms as the most crucial 
factor in the social prestige systems in Project HH. As 
was true in other community studies, the population in this 
l ow income, heterogeneous community gave the ma jor ity of its 
l eadership choices to persons who gave greatest evidence of 
community concern and indication that they were wi ll ing to 
work toward its improvement. 
In Greenbel t, Maryl and, Form stated t hat prestige was 
based on actual participation and l eadership in on-going 
36 
neighborhood organizations. Here in Project HH where there 
are no organizations, prestige is based on the general atti-
tude people convey that they have the community spirit. 
All of the organizations to which the persons of pr~stige 
belonged were l ocated in the l arger community . However, af-
fi l iation with those groups evident l y was perceived as an 
additional indication of community interest. 
35Form, "Stratification in Low and Midd l e Income Housing 
Areas,".££· cit., p. 612. 
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Supplementary Findings and Discussion 
Social Communication 
An outstanding feature of this low income, socially 
heterogeneous community is the low level of social communi-
. h 'd 36 cat~on among t e res~ ents. This circumstance is reflected 
in the meager exchange of frien~ship and leadership choices. 
Tables 25, 26, and 27 summarize the communication data. 
Even though the majority of the tenants have lived in 
the project over five years, only forty per cent made both 
leadership and friendship choices. Twenty-one per cent in-
dicated that they had no friends within the project, and only 
forty-seven per cent of the tenants knew anyone to recommend 
for leadership. 
36 
TABLE 25 
PERCENTAGE OF PERSONS MAKING SOCIOMETRIC CHOICES 
Type of Choice 
Sample Population 
N ~ 107 
Leadership 47% 
Friendship 79% 
Both (Ld. and Fr.) 40% 
Neither (Ld. nor Fr.) 15% 
John Mogey made a similar observation following his survey 
of a low income housing development in England: "A remarkable fact 
of the interview data is the paucity of reference to friends .. • On 
the . housing estate three houses out of ten do not refer to friends." 
The small range of social acquaintances is further 
demonstrated in that only 164 (51%) of the possible 321 
friendship choices were made and only 76 (24%) of the 
possible 321 leadership choices . (Table 26) 
TABLE 26 
PERCENTAGE OF SOCIOMETRIC CHOICE POSSIBILITIES USED 
Sample Size 
107 
98 
Possible 
Choices a 
Actual 
Choices 
Actual 
Possible 
Type of Choice 
Leadership 321 76 .24 
Friendship 321 164 . 51 
a 
Each person was allowed three leadership and three 
friendship choices. 
See John Mogey, Family and Neighborhood: Two Studies in Oxford, 
London: Oxford University Press, 1956, p. 95 . 
The limited range of social relations within low income 
groups is well documented in the literature . For example, see 
Bennett Berger, Working Class Suburb: A Study of Auto Workers 
in Suburbia, University of California press, 1961, p . 58; 
Genevieve Knupfer, "Portrait of the Underdog," in Reinhard 
Bendix and Seymour Martin Lipset, eds., Class Status and Power: 
A Reader in Social Stratification, Glencoe: The Free Press, 1953, 
pp. 256-258; Robert S. and Helen Lynd, Middletown, Harcourt Brace, 
New York, 1929, pp. 272-273 . 
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This lack of communication is perhaps even more dramatic 
when the sociometric picture is viewed in terms of the choices 
received or, more importantly, not received . Within the sample 
population, eighty-eight per cent did not receive any leader-
ship choices; eighty per cent received no friendship choices 
and an amazing seventy-six per cent were isolates who received 
no leadership or friendship choices; only eight persons (7%) 
received both leadership and friendship choices. The figures 
also reveal that the percentage of the total housing project 
population on each of the choice items closely approximates that 
of the sample population. Since only persons within the sample 
made choices, this record on the receipt of choices is the first 
instance within the research design that a comparison could be 
made between the sample and the total population . This close 
approximation of scores tends to support the validity of the sample. 
TABLE 27 
PERCENTAGE OF PERSONS RECEIVING SOCIOMETRIC CHOICES 
Type of Choice Sample Pop. Total Pop . 
(107) (508) 
Leadership 12% 9% 
Friendship 20% 24% 
Both (Fr. and Ld.) 7% 6% 
Neither (Fr. and Ld.) 76% 73% 
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The old, stable, integrated communities in which the hetero-
geneous elements of the population are physically and socially 
segregated are reportedly characterized by a high degree of 
familiarity. The residents know each other so well that the 
nature and composition of each status level can be determined 
by members of the population locating each other in the various 
37 
strata. Investigators have discovered that homogeneous com-
munities are noteworthy for easily developed and wide-spread 
38 
friendships. Form reported that in the housing project in 
Greenbelt, Maryland, the members of several status levels knew 
each other and in many instances, social associations were 
39 
prevalent. Project HH, however, presents a different picture. 
This low income, heterogeneous community, beset with social prob-
lems, engenders reluctance and timidity in establishing social 
contacts . Close proximity of diverse elements interferes with 
the easy determination of social choices. John Mogey presents a 
comparable picture with his description of a housing estate in 
England. He reports that at the end of five years most families 
had not developed "any sense of attachment" to the estate. "Most 
families considered it an unfriendly place where people hostile 
to some of the things you cherish might be living."4° Further 
37 Lloyd Warner and Associates, Democracy in Jonesville, New 
York, Harper and Bros., 1949. 
38 T. Caplow and R. Forman, "Neighborhood Interaction in a 
Homogeneous Community," American Sociological Review, Vol. 15, 1950 . 
39 
Form, .££· cit., p. 609. 
4°John Mogey, .££· cit., p. 153. 
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understanding of this phenomenon is provided by Riemer who 
points out that an attitude of mutual distrust often prevails 
in a heterogeneous population living in a limited territory. 
This situation, Riemer feels, places a strain on "the individual's 
capacity for commiseration and identification .... The worst ex-
41 periences with all sorts of social contacts set the tone." 
These findings and observations bring into sharp focus the 
fact that the composition and the nature of the social environ-
ment influence the character and amount of social communication . 
Community Values and Behavior 
The values established in Project HH appear to be in contra-
diction to the physical and social conditions which exist in the 
community. The initial description of the study are a pointed 
out that the management, social workers and the project residents 
agree that the community is beset by undesirable sanitary con-
ditions and disturbing behavior patterns ... excessive drinking, 
vandalism, late noisy parties, etc. 42 The feeling is often ex-
pressed that because of the magnitude of these problems, there 
41
svend Riemer, The Modern City, New York: Prentice- Hall, Inc. 
1952, p. 85. 
For a meaningful discussion on how multiple group membership 
interferes with the perception of mutual basis of compatibility 
among individuals, see Morris Rosenberg's "Perceptual Obstacles 
to Class Consciousness," Social Forces, Vol. 32, Oct. 1953, p. 25. 
42 See page 46 above. 
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is a tendency to view public housing in a negative light. It 
is,therefore,interesting to note that tenants living under these 
circumstances established sanitation and decent behavior as the 
values about which they are most concerned. Furthermore, when 
the population was individually judged in reference to general 
decorum, half (49%) received a rating of "good," forty-five per 
cent rated "fair" and only a small minority (6%) rated "poor." 
An almost identical rating was received on housekeeping prac-
tices: "good," forty-eight per cent; "fair," forty-three per 
cent; "poor," nine per cent. The data are summarized in Tables 
28 and 29. 
TABLE 28 
a 
POPULATION RATING ON GENERAL DECORUM 
General Decorum Number Per Cent 
Good 56 49 
Fair 52 45 
Poor 7 6 
Total 115 100% 
ait should be noted that this Table is a modification of 
Table 19, p. 84. The figures here combine leaders and non-
leaders while in Table 19 leaders and non-leaders are con-
sidered separately. 
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TABLE 29 
POPULATION RATING ON HOUSEKEEPING PRACTICESa 
Housekeeping 
Practices Number Per Cent 
Good 55 48 
Fair 50 43 
Poor 10 9 
Total 115 100% 
a 
It should be noted that this table is a modification of 
Table 21, p. 87. The figures here combine leaders and non-
leaders, while in Table 21 they are considered separately. 
One notable fact about these findings is the acceptable 
rating received by the overwhelming majority of the population. 
These findings do not coincide with the general stereotype of 
individuals who live in low income areas, particularly if these 
areas are obviously not sanitary and are characterized by dis-
ruptive behavior patterns. There may be an occasional allowance 
that "some decent people may live there" but little belief that 
the behavior patterns and the attitude of the majority may be 
in active conflict with the ob s e r ved picture of physical and 
social deterioration. Seldom are cleanliness and decency recog-
nized as possible values of a low income population . 
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The question that emerges is: How is it that in a com-
munity that is noted for poor sanitary conditions and social 
disorganization, the large majority of the individual families 
are rated as "fair" or "good" in terms of housekeeping prac-
tices and general decorum? On the basis of the information 
obtained in this investigation, it appears that the low income 
community is conceived in terms of its most undesirable elements . 
This situation may be accounted for to some extent by the lack 
of physical and social resources on the part of the more con-
structive majority to curtail the obvious manifestations of 
negative behavior and attitudes of the non-conforming minority; 
nor do the residents have the influence necessary to demand or 
effectively request the larger community to provide these 
resources. 
These circumstances do not prevail in the middle and 
higher income communities. An example may help to illustrate 
this point. In a low income community, two or three families 
in a block who litter the street with paper and garbage and 
whose children are destructive may frustrate the efforts of 
the more sanitary and peaceful residents. The litter accumu-
lates, damaged property goes unrepaired, and the neighborhood 
becomes unsightly . Outsiders may even come in and add to the 
physical and social deterioration. On the other hand, in the 
upper and middle income neighborhoods, the untidy families 
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living in private homes oftimes have paid help to clean up 
after the litterbugs. In many homogeneous,middle income areas 
where paid help may not be prevalent, informal social controls 
stemming from the middle -class urge for social status exert 
f . 43 . f h f . 1 . 1 . . con orm~ty pressures; L t e am~ ~es ~ve ~n apartments in 
an upper or middle-class area, the custodian handles the house-
keeping chores; if litter occurs in the street or public ways, 
the city departments take over the responsibility. Physical 
damages to public or private property resulting from vandalism 
are quickly repaired and disturbing behavior of outsiders is 
quickly handled by the district police. 44 So as a result of 
these available resources," both formal and informal, the upper 
and middle-income neighborhoods do not for any extended period 
of time allow negative elements to de.termine the character of 
their public image. This differential access to resources 
43 
For an impressive exposition of the compelling desire 
among middle class families to maintain and achieve status, 
see Allison Davis,"Socialization and Adolescent Personality," 
in Theodore M. Newcomb and Eugene Hartley, eds., Readings in 
Social Psychology , New York: ·Henry Holt and Company, 1947, 
pp. 139-150. 
44 
Occupational indices and community studies on influence 
are in general agreement that municipal officials belong and 
are closely associated with persons in the middle class. These 
officials pay deference to members of the middle and upper class 
and in some instances are directly respon~ible to them . There-
fore, it is reasonable to assume that upper and middle class 
areas will receive prompt and fairly efficient community service . 
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necessary to modify the public display and accumulative 
impact of negative influence s may partially account for the 
prevailing stereotype of the "lower class" and the relative 
high rates of delinquency, alcoholism, prostitution, etc., which 
are generally associated with the low income areas. 
The fact that the residents of this low income housing 
unit did establish sanitation and positive human behavior as 
important values and the fact that the overwhelming majority 
of the individual families do conform to these values warrant 
a more scientific analysis of the prevailing stereotype of 
residents in lower socio-economic areas and the tendency to 
ascribe to the majority unacceptable attitudes and forms of 
behavior . 
The practice of building stereotypes on weak foundations 
is brought into full focus by Lasswell. As the result of a 
careful examination of the literature dealing with social strati -
fication, Lasswell concltx:les that "there is insufficient evidence 
of either precision or uniformity in the total configuration to 
argue that the local generalizations about class constituents 
45 
are subjec t to scientific predictability from general findings." 
In specific reference to the lower class, Knupfer pin- points the 
need for a more exacting appraisal by the healthy admission that 
45 Thomas Ely Lasswe ll, "Social Class and Stereotyping," 
Sociology and Social Research, Vol. 42, Mar . -Apr . , 1958, 
pp. 261-262. 
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it cannot be ascertained from the existing data "what are 
the different effects of different types of low status."46 
Hypothesis II 
The second hypothesis of this study states that in a 
socially heterogeneous, low income housing project with no 
existing social organizations, persons of prestige will not 
constitute a cohesive unit nor will they be perceived as a 
status group by the community. 
(a) Persons of prestige will not overchoose 
each other as friends. 
(b) There will not be a significant number of 
cliques or mutual friendship choices among 
persons of prestige. 
(c) Other residents will not overchoose persons 
of prestige as friends. 
To provide the information necessary for the testing of this 
hypothesis, each tenant was asked to name his three best friends 
in the housing development. The compilation and analysis of the 
responses given form the material basis for the discussion in 
this section. 
The information embodied in Tables 30, 31, and 32 give 
support to the hypothesis that persons of prestige in Project HH 
do not constitute a cohesive unit and are not perceived as a 
status group by the other residents. 
46 Knupfer, ££· cit., p. 256. 
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It is apparent from Table 30 that leaders in Project HH 
do not form a close friendship group. They gave out a total 
of 30 friendship choices and of that number only 9 (30%) 
47 
were given to persons within the leadership group . 
TABLE 30 
DISTRIBUTION OF FRIENDSHIP CHOICES BY COMMUNITY 
LEADERS 
Distribution of Choices Friendship Choices 
No . % 
To other Leaders 9 30 
To non-Leaders 21 70 
Total 30 100% 
Several studies have reported that in stratified areas, 
there exists a degree of cohesion among persons chosen as 
47 
These figures do point out the operation of preferential 
selection. For the leaders gave thirty per cent of their 
choices to the 14 leaders who comprise only three per cent of 
the total population of 508 in the project. This does not by 
any chance constitute cohesion as represented in the other 
studies, but it does indicate a fact which should not be com-
pletely overlooked. 
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community leaders. These leaders dramatize this cohesion 
by giving more of their friendship choices to each other than 
they do to the rest of the community. 48 49 Form, Hunter, 
Schulze and Blumberg 50 all state that this was the prevailing 
tendency in the localities they investigated. Lundberg and 
Lawsing provide some theoretical support for this recognition 
of cohesion on the basis of the surplus of in-group over out-
group friendship choices. 
The surplus of choices received over the choices 
made (incoming over outgoing stimuli) may be re-
garded as a sort of index of the degree of co-
hesion or nucleation of any social segment. If 
the social bonds of a number of individuals wi~h 
each other are no greater than with individuals 
outside of the aggregation considered (i.e., if 
choices received equal choices made), there is no 
reason for regarding the population studied as 
nucleated or otherwise defined as against the 
larger population of which they are a part. If, 
on the other hand, there is a surplus of incoming 
over outgoing choices of friends, we may regard 
the population within which such surplus obtains 
48 
. 11· H F "S S . f . . . Pl d w~ Lam . orm, tatus trat~ ~cat~on ~n anne 
Communities," ££· cit., p. 608. 
49Floyd Hunter, Community Power Structure, Chapel Hill: 
University of North Carolina Press, 1953, pp. 66-74. 
SORobert Schulze and L. Blumberg, "The Determination of 
Local Power Elites," American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 63, 
Nov., 1957, p. 296. 
as centered or nucleated around the individuals 
upon which the greatest surplus of incoming 
choices are directed.51 
110 
As revealed in Table 30, the leaders in Project HH do 
not satisfy the test for cohesion presented in the statement 
by Lundberg and Lawsing and, thereby, do not follow the trend 
denoted in the other community studies; as a matter of fact, 
the situation is reversed, for the Project HH leaders gave ap-
proximately three-quarters (70%) of their choices to the out-
group (non- leaders). 
Lundberg and Steele, in conjunction with their study of 
256 families of a rural New England village, developed a more 
rigorous test of cohesion. They formulated an index of co-
hesion which was designed to measure the influence of the 
"forces of intra-activity within a group plus the forces pass-
ing inward upon it from the outside. Whenever the index is 
less than unity, the members of the inner group are considered 
to be more strongly drawn out than in, and, therefore, co-
hesion is denied. On the other hand, if the index is greater 
than unity, cohesion is accepted as an attribute of the inner 
52 group. 
51George Lundberg and Margaret Lawsing, "The Sociography of 
Some Community Relations," American Sociological Review, Vol . 2, 
June, 1937, p. 332. 
52George Lundberg and Mary Steele, "Social Attraction 
Patterns in a Village," Sociometry, Vol. 1, Jan.-Apr., 1938, 
pp. 383-384. 
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The result of the application of the Lundberg-Steele 
test to ascertain the degree of cohesion among the leaders 
in Project HH is shown in Table 31. The leadership group of 
14 gave 9 friendship choices to themselves and received 27 
choices from the outside (non-leaders). The denominator 
shows that the leadership group gave out 21 choices to 19 
non-leaders. The denominator also includes the 27 choices 
received by the leaders. The mathematical process produces 
an index of .85 which is obviously less than unity and there-
by denies the existence of cohesion within the leadership group. 
Ca 
I 
Co 
0 
a 
TABLE 3la 
INDEX OF COHESION BASED ON FRIENDSHIP CHOICES 
GIVEN AND RECEIVED BY LEADERS 
+ Ci 
I 
+ Ci 
I 
_1 
14 
21 
19 
+ 
27 
14 
27b 
+ 14 
= .64 + 2 
1.1 + 2 
.85 
Ca = Number of choices leaders gave to each other; 
Ci number of choices coming in; I number in the in-group; 
Co ~ number of choices going out; 0 = number in the out-group 
who received choices from leaders. 
bThis last factor in the denominator, suggested to Lund-
berg and Steele by Dr. Paul Lazarsfeld, represents a modifica-
tion of the original Lundberg-Steele formula. Dr. Lazarsfeld 
reasoned that this alteration gives a more moderate weight to 
the concentration of the in-group's outgoing choices. This 
writer feels that this modification is appropriately applied 
in an urban heterogeneous community such as Project HR. See 
Lundberg and Steele, Ibid., p. 383, fn. 12. 
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So whether using the simple procedure of comparing in-
group choices with out-group choices as demonstrated in the 
community studies of Hunter, Form, and Schulze and Blumberg 
or applying the more rigorous test of Lundberg and Steele, the 
leaders of Project HH are not classified as a cohesive group. 
Without the aid of the frequent social contacts which occur 
within the homogeneous social classes of unplanned communities; 
without the stimulus of common concerns engendered by known 
business and political interests; and without the machinery 
of formal organizations to provide opportunities for easy 
social associations, the leaders in Project HH do not develop 
the cohesiveness characteristic of community leaders in other 
stratification structures. This paucity of in-group friendship 
choices is consistent with the hypothesis that in an unplanned, 
heterogeneous, low income community the leaders will not con-
stitute a cohes ive unit. 
The lack of cohesion among the leaders in Project HH is 
further revealed in the almost complete absence of mutual choices 
among them. Table 32 shows that of the nine mutual choices only 
one was between individuals who had been designated as leaders. 
In addition one may observe that five leaders are involved in 
mutual choice patterns with non-leaders. This situation is worthy 
of note, for on the one hand it indicates the predominance of 
leaders in the mutuality of choices as they are involved in six 
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(66 2/3%) of the nine choices; on the other hand, the fact 
that five of the six choices in which the leaders are involved 
are with non-leaders testifies to the lack of status considera-
tions in the social relations of the leaders. 
Between 
Leaders 
2 L- --7 13 
TABLE 32a 
DISTRIBUTION OF MUTUAL CHOICES 
Between Leaders 
and Non-Leaders 
1 4--7 17 
7 ':- -> 35 
8 L...- - 7 18 
10 ~--7 30 
114--7 53 
Between 
Non-Leaders 
16 4---7 23 
23 ~--7 32 
33 G- --7 56 
~umbers used in Table correspond to numbers used to 
indicate rank order of sample population in Appendix C and 
Appendix D. Numbers from 1 through 14 stand for leaders . 
The registration of mutual choices is accepted as trade-
mark of social hierarchies. For example, Infield asserts that 
the "mutuality of choices appears to be a concomitant of 
53 
stratification." Cliques which are also associated with 
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stratification are obviously non-existent for cliques, which 
may be defined as small groups whose members only choose and 
are chosen by each other, automatically depend on the expression 
of mutual choices. So within this fr ame of reference stratifi-
cation has not yet appeared in Project HH; the prediction is 
justified that the leaders would not create a significant number 
of mutual choices or cliques; and further support is given to 
the hypothesis that persons of prestige would not cons titute a 
cohesive unit. 
Table 33 points out the fact that leaders are not substan-
tially overchosen by the other residents, for the leaders give 
out approximately the same number of choices that they receive. 
If the leaders are considered individually, it may be noted that 
the record almost balances. For example, seven leaders (4, 5, 6 , 
10, 11, 13, 14) have higher in-scores than out-scores; these are 
matched by four (3, 7, 8, and 9) who have lower in-scores than 
out-scores; and three leaders (1, 2, and 12) have an even number 
of in and out-scores. 
53 
Henrik Infield, "A Veteran Land Settlement and Its 
Sociometric Structure," Sociometry, Vol. 10, Feb., 1947, p . 69. 
TABLE 33 
FRIENDSHIP CHOICES GIVEN AND RECEIVED 
BY COMMUNITY LEADERS 
Leader Out-Score 
Reference Number of 
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In-Score 
Number of 
Number Choices Given Choices Received 
1 1 1 
2 3 2 
3 3 2 
4 3 4 
5 0 2 
6 0 3 
7 3 1 
8 3 1 
9 3 2 
10 3 5 
11 3 5 
12 2 2 
13 3 4 
14 0 2 
Total 30 36 
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Just as the leaders' sociometric pattern did not offer 
support to the existence of a stratification structure, so 
it was with the non-leaders. Their distribution of friend-
ship choices did not indicate any desire to over-identify 
with the leaders. One of the popular tests for the existence 
of social status is the comparison of the number of friendship 
choices received with the number given. Caplow and Forman ob-
served that in stratification systems there is a decided in-
clination for persons to "exaggerate their association" with 
those of superior status, thereby,giving the leaders a higher 
54 
in-score than out-score. Chapin specified this general 
trend by noting that the pe.rson who receives a large number 
of friendship choices 
•.• does not usually reciprocate many of the 
friendship choices, and his unreciprocated 
outgoing choices are few •••• The high number 
of incoming choices which a leader receives 
sets him off from his fellows •••. He shows few 
outgoing choices.55 
The experience of Lundberg and Steele in their sociometric 
study in a New England village gives additional force to this 
practice, for their "·stars" received approximately two-thirds 
54T. Caplow and R. Forman, "Neighborhood Interaction in 
a Homogeneous Community," American Sociological Review, Vo 1. 15, 
June, 1950, p. 365. 
55
stuart Chapin, "Sociometric Star Isolate," American 
Journal of Sociology, Vol. 56, Nov., 1950, p. 263. 
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more choices than they gave. The population of Project HH, 
however, responded in a manner contradictory to the trend 
manifested in these stratification areas. The evidence is 
in keeping with the hypothetical prediction that the persons 
of prestige would not be perceived as a status group by the 
pro ject community. 
All the data presented in reference to Hypothesis II 
suggest that the persons of prestige in Project HH were not 
chosen in reference to any status system. All tests for co-
hesion produced negative results as compared with what is 
expected among status groups. It was found that the leaders 
did not overchoose each other as friends; in-group mutual 
choices were inconsequential and cliques were non-existent; 
and finally the other residents did not over-identify with 
the l eaders. All of these findings conform to the hypothesis 
that in a low income, heterogeneous, planned community persons 
of prestige wi ll not constitute a cohesive unit nor will they 
be perceived as a status group by the community. 
56 George Lundberg and Mary Steele, "Social Attraction 
Pattern In A Village," Sociometry , Vol. 1, Jan.-Apr., 1938, 
p. 384. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
Summary 
This writer accepts the general thesis that social 
stratification exists in America and a greater understand-
ing of this phenomenon may be obtained by studying different 
types of communities. 
A socially heterogeneous, low income, housing project 
community was selected as the field of study because a re-
view of the sociological literature on stratification did 
not reveal any such population as having been previously in-
vestigated. Using as a point of departure Max Weber's con-
ceptualization of three orders of stratification manifested 
in political power, economic power and social status, this 
research confined itself to the question of social status. 
The population under study was especially adapted to this un-
complicated approach in that none of the residents have any 
consequential amount of political or economic power. The 
principal motive of this investigation was to as.certain to 
what extent the unique qualities of the Project HH community 
have significance for social stratification theory. The investi-
gation sought to test two major hypotheses: 
Hypothesis I 
In a socially heterogeneous, low income 
planned community with no existing or-
ganized groups, social prestige will be 
determined by personal rather than social 
class attributes. 
(1) Persons of prestige will not differ 
significantly from the general population 
in terms of race, age, source of income, 
family compositon and education. 
(2) Persons of prestige will exhibit per-
sonal characteristics generally ascribed to 
community leaders: they will adhere more 
closely to community values; they will ex-
press a higher degree of satisfaction; and 
they will demonstrate a greater interest in 
the community. 
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The evidence presented gives support to the hypothesis 
in that there is no significant difference between leaders 
and non-leaders in terms of the social characteristics of 
race, age of household head, family composition and source 
of income. The groups do, however, differ significantly on 
the educational index. A greater percentage of leaders have 
completed their high school training. This difference is 
significant at the .05 level. This contrary finding was not 
completely unexpected, for though education is referred to as 
a social characteristic, it is recognized as being inseparably 
interwoven with intelligence which is defined as a personal 
attribute. This circumstance generally frustrates any attempt 
to place education in a distinct category when a comparison is 
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made of the influence of social and personal factors in adult 
human relations. 
The leaders and non-leaders differed significantly on 
all of the personal characteristics and in all but one in-
stance differed in the direction predicted by the hypothesis. 
The leaders were found to adhere more closely to community 
values, and they demonstrated a greater interest in the com-
munity. In contradiction to the hypothesis, however, the 
non-leaders expressed a higher degree of satisfaction with the 
community. This finding was unexpected in the light of the 
hypothesis, but not especially surprising. The difference in 
the feeling of leaders in Project HH and the community leaders 
reported in other studies may be accounted for by the facts that 
(1) Project HH is relatively new and the leaders may not have 
developed the sentimental attachment to the area which is charac-
teristic of the leaders in the older communities; (2) the public 
housing community is in some respects considered undesirable by 
persons in the larger community and leaders may be more sensitive 
to this negative connotation; (3) objectively, Project HH has more 
obviously disturbing physical and social problems than are 
generally present in the immediate home environment of community 
leaders in the upper and middle classes, a nd for this reason the 
leaders in Project HH would be more inclined to express dis -
satisfaction with existing conditions; as a matter of fact, their 
prestige may, to some extent, be based on the indication 
that they can bring about a change. 
Hypotheses II 
In a socially heterogeneous, low income 
housing project with no existing organized 
groups, persons of prestige will not con-
stitute a cohesive social unit nor will 
they be percei ved as a status group by the 
community . 
(1) · Persons of prestige will not 
overchoose each other as friends. 
(2) There will no t be a significant 
number of cliques or mutual friendship 
choices among persons of prestige. 
(3) Other residents will not over-
choose persons of prestige as friends. 
All of the propositions were sustained. Persons of 
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prestige did not overchoose each other as friends; seventy 
pe r cent of their friendship choices were given to non-
leaders; out of nine mutual choices within the population 
only one was between leaders; and there were no evidences 
of cliques. There was no tendency on the part of residents 
to over-identify with persons of prestige; for the leaders 
gave out approximately the same number of friendship choices 
that they received. 
The evidence presented in this study confirms the position 
that social stratification does not exist in Project HH in the 
sense of status groups who confine their friendships to members 
of an in- group who share similar social characteristics. The 
fact that a higher percentage of leadership choices were given 
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to Negroes, young adults, public welfare recipients, members 
of large families, and high school graduates was explained 
in terms of their greater local concern or manifest possibili-
ties for more effective community service rather than their 
relation to a stratification structure; for these social 
factors appear t o be of indirect rather than of primary im-
portance. The leaders themselves do not react as a cohesive 
status unit nor does the community so react to them. The sig-
nificant occurrences of mutual choices of friends and clique 
formations which are associated with social status groups were 
not observed. 
The most crucial factors associated ·with social prestige 
in Project HH are community interest and adherence to community 
values. Between the leaders and non-leaders both factors are 
significant. Persons who were selected as leaders were evidently 
so regarded because of their impressive individual attributes 
rather than the possession of certain social group characteristics. 
The community is characterized by a low level of social 
communication as compared with the more homogeneous, mobile com-
munities and the old, stable, heterogeneous communities. The 
distributions of friendship and leadership choices are limited 
as evidencedby the fact that a little less than half (47%) of the 
possible friendship choices were given and only twenty per cent 
of the possible leadership choices. 
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It is considered noteworthy that sanitation and construc-
tive behavior were established as primary values in a community 
that may reasonably be described as being socially disorganized 
and having undesirable sanitary conditions. Even more outstanding 
is the fact that an impressive majority of the families adhere 
to the values expressed. Less than ten per cent of the popula-
tion contribute to the negative conditions existing in the area. 
This writer contends that Project HH displays highly visible signs 
of social inadequacy because the public appearance of the area 
tends to t ake on the character of its most undesirable elements. 
This fact is true because in general the residents of low income 
neighborhoods do not have the resources to cope with or substan-
tially curtail the overt manifestations of the negative behavior 
of their non- conforming neighbors. 
Conclusion 
The writer now looks at the primary questions posed by this 
investigation: What significance do the unique qualities of 
this socially heterogeneous, low income, planned community have 
for the field of social stratification? What is the nature of 
the stratification system? What are the crucial factors on which 
the system is based? 
Social status groups do not exist in this community as 
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was found in the old, stable, heterogeneous communities nor 
are there the wide-spread social contacts reportedly observed 
in the homogeneous populations. The new, heterogeneous charac-
ter of this planned community complicates the process involved 
in making social choices and hampers the development of cleavages 
along the old familiar lines. The investigator's search for status 
group factors was in the main unsuccessful. Evidently the ob-
servation of Broom that "heterogeneous population elements with 
diverse peoples make it difficult for positional awareness and 
1 
class consciousness to develop" is somewhat appropriate. There-
fore, the findings of this paper offer no support to Form's as-
sertion that the "more heterogeneous the population the more 
possible an ensuing stratification."2 The evidences here suggest 
that the close proximity of diverse elements may well restrict 
the development of stratification. It should be remembered, how-
ever, that the Project HH community has been in existence only 
nine years and it is highly possible that the social processes 
which make for stratification based on social characteristics 
1 
Leonard Broom, "Social Differentiation and Stratification" 
in Robert Merton, Leonard Broom, Leonard S. Cottrell, Jr., 
Sociology Today, Basic Books, Inc., New York: 1959. 
2
william H. Form, "Stratification in Low and Middle Income 
Housing Areas,'' Journal of Social Issues, Vol. 7, 1951, p.l21. 
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have not as yet made their full impact upon the life of 
the community. In the light of the data presented in this 
study some factors that, seemingly, would hasten the process 
if effected and would delay the process if not are (1) the 
establishment of channels of communication that would provide 
residents with greater opportunity for se l ecting out asso-
ciates with preferred characteristics; (2 ) the preferential 
assignment of apartments that would create some type of physical 
segregation of persons with perceived similar characteristics; 
e.g., special apartments for aged, couples with children, ethnic 
background, etc.; (3) modification of negative factors which 
create an atmosphere of shame, fear, mutual distrust. Gans 
recommends the study of new areas over a period of time for as 
he states: "the entire network of relationships we call a community 
has to be developed from the beginning. 113 This writer recognizes 
the possible value of the continued study of a new community such 
as Project HH, or at least a series of studies that will con-
sider the community in different stages of social development. 
Such a course would offer an opportunity for the acquiring of a 
more understanding grasp of the development and change in factors 
which underlie systems of stratification. 
3 
Herbert Gans, "The Sociology of New Towns: Opportunity 
for Research," Sociology and Social Research, Vol. 40, Mar.-Apr., 
1956, p. 233. 
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It is instructive to note that this investigation con-
sidered only the prestige system of the adult population 
which is generally conceived to be the controlling one. How-
ever, the fact that approximately two-thirds of the population 
is under twenty-one years of age makes it reasonable to assume 
that a look at the youth culture would be rewarding. It is 
highly probable that the youths' attitude toward the community 
and the system of stratification among them may differ im-
portantly from the adults'. The question of social relations 
among the youths in Project HH is a question that this writer 
feels a future investigation may consider with profit. 
The crucial factors underlying social prestige proved to 
be the individual characteristics of community interest and 
adherence to community values. This observation of community 
interest as a determinant of social prestige gives support to 
the findings of other community studies. The significance of 
adherence to community values is in keeping with the leader-
ship theory developed out of psychological leadership studies. 
The negative finding that the non-leaders expressed greater 
satisfaction with the community than the leaders gives added 
emphasis to the influence of the immediate situation in the 
determination of the qualities essential for leadership. 
In view of the information collected in this study of 
Project HH, it appears reasonable to modify the original hypothesis 
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dealing with connnunity satisfaction to read that in a low 
income, heterogeneous, planned connnunity i n which the behavior 
patterns of a demoralizing minority are in conflict with the 
major concerns of the majority, those persons (1) whose be-
havior patterns adhere most closely to conwunity values and 
(2) who show the greatest interest in comn1unity improvement 
will express the greatest dissatisfaction with existing con-
ditions and will more than likely emerge as connnunity leaders. 
This writer cannot in the tradition of Warner generalize 
the findings of this investigation to the larger society; the 
contribution of this study lay in the uniqueness of the popu-
lation studied and, thereby, the possible breadth it may give 
to the understanding of social stratification. On the other 
hand, the evidence presented in this work limits the Hatt point 
of view that the structure of the prestige system in the local 
connnunity is a function of the stratification system in the 
4 
mass society. The societal characteristics which Form contends 
"operate to influence rank wherever one resides" may be under-
mined by conflicting forces which have more meaning to the local 
5 
population. In the light of the inadequacy of our present 
4Paul K. Hatt, "Stratification in Mass Society," American 
Sociological Review, Vol. 15, Apr. 1950, pp. 216-222. 
5william H. Form, "Stratification in Low and Middle Income 
Areas," Journal of Social Issues, Vol. 7, 1951, p. 612. 
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knowledge of the factors which underlie social stratification, 
this writer feels that studies should continue (1) on a nation-
wide scale, (2) in local communities, both large and small, and 
(3) in small groups. For a full understanding of the stratifi-
cation systems in American requires a more precise knowledge 
of the various types of stratification structures. As Chinoy 
appropriately observes, the answer to the understanding of the 
national picture will not be ascertained from investigations 
of local communities; for the development and operation of 
nation-wide political, social and economic orders cannot be 
fully comprehended in such fashion. On the other hand, says 
Chinoy, 11 the analysis of the national stratification systems 
must take into account the local variations that can only be 
6 
discovered by studies of different type communities." 
6 Ely Chinoy, "Research in Class Strueture, 11 Canadian 
Journal of Economics and Political SciencE~ Vol. 16, May, 
1950, p. 225. 
APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A 
Introductory Letter 
FELLOWSHIP OF BLUE HILL SETTLEMENTS 
4 THOMAS PARK 
HOPE CITY, MASSACHUSETTS 
February 1960 
Dear Friend: 
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The Fellowship of Blue Hill Settlements includes several 
neighborhood houses located in different sections of the Hope-
Bay. One of these houses, Harrison Center, is located pear 
you at Hope Avenue. The Fellowship provides opportunities for 
children, young people, and grownups. The Fellowship also works 
cooperatively with many community improvement groups, such as 
the Hope-Bay District Council, Goodwill Society, etc. 
So that you may have an idea of some of the community 
improvement activities, let me mention just two accomplishments 
of one of the adult groups at the Harrison Center. The Harrison 
Betterment Association was largely responsible for: 
1. getting the Tot-lot next to the fire station resurfaced, and 
2. getting the bus service on Concord Street from Western 
Boulevard to Riggs Corner extended from 8:00 p.m. to 11:30 p.m. 
In a few days one of the persons whose names are listed 
below would like to visit you and discuss the program of the 
Fellowship and get your ideas on some things that might be done 
to make our neighborhood a better and more enjoyable place in 
which to live. 
Sincerely yours, 
Grainger Browning 
Community Worker 
P.S. One of the following persons, who are affiliated with the 
Fellowship, will drop in to visit you: 
Miss Phoebe Newman 
Allen Gorst 
William Collins 
Grainger Browning 
I 
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APPENDIX B 
Schedule and Information Sheet 
Figure B-1 
Schedule 
ATTITUDES 
1. How do you like living in this housing development? 
1 2 3 4 
Very much Generally 
Dissatisfied 
Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 
Dislike 
2. What are some things you like about living in this 
housing development? 
3. What are some things you dislike? _______________________________ __ 
What are the reasons for your choices? _________________________ _ 
4. Which are the three most desirable buildings in this 
housing project? 
What are the reasons for your choices? 
-----------------------
5. Which are the three least desirable buildings in this 
housing project? 
What are the reasons for your choices? 
------------------------
6. What do you think should or could be done to make this 
development an enjoyable place in which to live? 
132 
II LEADERSHIP & FRIENDSHIP CHOICES 
1. What three persons would you suggest to represent this 
housing development in the Hope-Bay District Council? 
1. ____________ __ 
2 ·----------
3. _______ _ 
2. Who would you say are your three best friends in the 
housing development? 
1. ______________ __ 2. 
---------
3. ___________ __ 
III PARTICIPATION POTENTIAL 
1. Are you at present an active member of any groups in 
Hope-Bay that are working to improve the comnunity? 
Yes No If yes, name of groups 
2. Will you volunteer to work with others to make Hope-
3. 
Bay a better place in which to live? Yes No 
If not, why? ______________________________ ___ 
Last school grade completed? 
Grade 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 1 
High 
2 3 
College 
4 1 2 3 4 
4. Would you volunteer to work with other residents to 
make Project HH a better place in which to live? 
Yes No Connnent 
----------------------------
5. Would you like to work with people in your building to 
make your building a more enjoyable place in which to 
live? Yes No Connnent 
----------------------
6. Would you like to work with people on your floor to 
make your floor a better and more enjoyable place in 
which to live? Yes No Comment 
Supplementary Information 
1. Participation Potential: Good Average 
----- ----
Poor 
2. Appearance of Apartment: 1 2 3 4 
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APPENDIX B 
Figure B-2 
Information Sheet 
(To be filled in by Project Office on each tenant to be interviewed) 
1. Name Age _____ Telephone __________ __ 
2. Building-------- Street Apt. No. 
3. Moved into this development? Month 
-----
Year 
4. Race and National Origin? Race National Origin ;.,__ ___ _ 
5. Marital Status ? Married ___ Single Divorced ____ Separated 
6. Members of Household Unit: Hus ___ Wife Bro Sis Mth 
Fth Others over 21 
---------------Ages of children ---------------------
7. Occupation of Chief Breadwinner 
8. Yearly income -------- If more than one worker, family 
income 
----------------
9. Major Source of Income 
--------------------
10. General reputation as neighbor? Good Fair Poor Don't know 
Housekeeping Practices? Good Fair Poor Don't know 
General Decorum? Good Fair Poor Don't know 
Ref. 
No. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
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APPENDIX C 
Prestige Levels: Detailed Data on Social Characteristics 
for 115 Persons Interviewed 
TABLE C-1 
Prestige Level I 
Social Characteristics of 14 Leaders 
Race Age Length 
of 
Residence 
w M 4 
N y 4 
N A 2 
w A 4 
N M 4 
N y 2 
N y 4 
N y 2 
N y 4 
N y 2 
w A 4 
N y 4 
N y 4 
w A 0 
Code - Social 
Race 
W - White; N - Negro 
NW - Interracial Couple 
Length of Residence 
0 - less than one year 
1 - 1-2 years 
2 - 3-4 years 
3 - 5 years 
4 - 6 years or more 
Education 
0 - 8 grades or less 
1 - 9-11 grades 
2 - 12 grades 
3 - 13-15 grades 
4 - 16 grades or more 
Source Educa- Family 
of tion Composition 
Income 
PW 1 2 
PI 3 6 
PW 1 0 
PW 1 3 
PW 2 3 
PI 4 4 
PW 2 2 
PI 1 6 
PI 2 5 
PW 3 2 
PW 1 3 
PW 2 2 
PI 2 5 
PW 2 0 
Characteristics 
~ 
Y - Young Adult (less than 40 yrs.) 
M- Middle Age (40-64 yrs.) 
A - Older Adult (65 and over) 
Source of Income 
PW - Public Welfare 
PI - Private Income 
Family Composition 
0 - Living Alone 
1 - Mother with 1-2 children 
2 - Mother with 3 or more children 
3 - Husband 
4 - Husband 
5 - Husband 
6 - Husband 
7 - Related 
and Wife 
and Wife 
and Wife 
and Wife 
Adults 
with 1-2 children 
with 3-4 children 
with 5 or more 
children 
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TABLE C-2 
Prestige Level II 
Social Characteristics of 52 Residents 
Ref. Race Age Length Source Educa- Family 
No. of of tion Composition 
Residence Income 
15 N A 2 PW 0 0 
16 w y 4 PI 1 6 
17 w y 4 PI 1 2 
18 N y 4 PI 1 5 
19 w A 4 PW 2 3 
20 w A 4 PW 1 0 
21 w A 4 PW 0 3 
22 w A 2 PW 0 0 
23 N y 2 PW 1 2 
24 w A 3 PI 1 1 
25 w M 4 PI 0 4 
26 N M 4 PI 1 3 
27 w A 2 PW 1 4 
28 N A 2 PW 1 0 
29 w M 4 PW 0 2 
30 N A 1 PW 2 0 
31. N y 2 PI 1 4 
32 N y 4 PW 1 2 
33 w y 4 PI 0 7 
34 N y 4 PI 1 4 
(continued on next page) 
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TABLE C-2 (continued) 
Prestige Level II 
Ref. Race Age Length Source Educa- Family 
No. of of tion Composition 
Residence Income 
35 N y 4 PW 2 1 
36 w M 4 PI 1 5 
37 N A 3 PW 1 0 
38 N M 4 PW 0 1 
39 N M 1 PI 2 5 
40 N y 0 PI 0 4 
41 N y 2 PW 0 5 
42 w M 4 PW 2 1 
43 N y 4 PW 2 2 
44 N y 2 PI 1 5 
45 N M 1 PW 2 2 
46 N M 4 PW 4 1 
47 N y 4 PI 1 0 
48 w A 3 PW 1 3 
49 w y 4 PW 1 4 
50 N y 4 PI 2 2 
51 NW M 4 PI 3 6 
52 N M 2 PW 2 6 
53 w M 2 PW 0 0 
54 w A 2 PW 0 0 
55 N y 4 PI 1 6 
(concluded on next page) 
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TABLE C-2 (concluded) 
Prestige Level II 
Ref. Race Age Length Source of Educa- Family 
No. of Income tion Composition 
Residence 
56 N y 2 PW 2 2 
57 w y 4 PI 1 1 
58 w M 4 PW 1 2 
59 NW y 0 PI 3 4 
60 N M 4 PI 2 1 
61 N y 2 PI 1 6 
62 N y 4 PI 2 5 
63 N y 2 PI 1 6 
64 N y 2 PI 1 4 
65 N y 4 PI 1 4 
66 N y 2 PI 1 5 
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TABLE C-3 
Prestige Level III 
Social Characteristics of 49 Residents 
Ref. Race Age Length Source Educa- Family 
No. of of tion Composition 
Residence Income 
67 N y 2 PI 1 5 
68 w M 3 PW 1 2 
69 w M 4 PW 0 1 
70 N M 4 PI 0 1 
71 w M 4 PI 2 2 
72 w M 4 PI 2 1 
73 w y 1 PI 2 4 
74 w A 2 PW 0 0 
75 N y 1 PI 1 6 
76 w A 4 PW 1 7 
77 w M 4 PI 1 2 
78 w M 0 PI 0 7 
79 N A 2 PW 0 0 
80 N y 3 PW 0 2 
81 w A 4 PW 0 0 
82 N M 4 PI 0 6 
83 N y 4 PW 1 2 
84 w M 3 PI 0 7 
85 N y 4 PI 0 6 
(continued on next page) 
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TABLE C-3 (continued) 
Prestige Level III 
Ref. Race Age Length Source Educa- Family 
No. of of tion Composition 
Residence Income 
86 w M 4 PI 1 1 
87 N M 4 PW 2 1 
88 N y 0 PI 2 4 
89 N M 1 PI 2 2 
90 w A 3 PW 0 0 
91 w M 2 PW 1 2 
92 w y 0 PI 0 6 
93 N y 3 PW 2 1 
94 N y 4 PI 1 6 
95 N M 2 PI 0 4 
96 w A 4 PI 2 3 
97 N M 0 PI 0 5 
98 w M 4 PW 1 2 
99 w M 4 PI 1 6 
100 w A 3 PW 2 7 
101 N M 2 PI 2 3 
102 w M 4 PI 2 1 
103 N M 4 PI 1 1 
104 N M 1 PI 0 5 
105 w M 2 PI 1 5 
106 w A 2 PW 4 0 
107 w y 1 PW 1 5 
(concluded on next page) 
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TABLE C-3 (concluded) 
• Prestige Level III 
Ref. No. Race Age Length Source Educa- Family 
of of tion Composition 
Residence Income 
108 w A 2 PW 0 0 
109 w M 4 PI 1 5 
llO w M 1 PW 1 1 
lll N y 4 PI 0 5 
ll2 N A 3 PW 0 6 
113 w M 4 PI 1 0 
114 N A 2 PW 0 1 
115 N M 4 PW 1 1 
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APPENDIX D 
Prestige Levels: Detailed Data on Prestige Characteristics 
for 115 Persons Interviewed 
TABLE D-1 
Prestige Level I 
Individual Scores Recorded For 14 Leaders On 
Personal Characteristics 
Ref. General Housekeeping Participation Community Org. '1 
No. Decorum Practices Potential Satisfaction Member-
Score Score Score Score ships 
1 4 60 14 30 4 
2 6 50 15 30 4 
3 6 70 4 40 2 
4 6 70 14 20 2 
5 6 70 11 25 0 
6 6 60 12 25 0 
7 4 50 8 40 1 
8 6 60 12 30 2 
9 6 60 8 20 1 
10 5 70 16 40 1 
11 6 70 13 30 1 
12 6 60 10 10 1 
13 6 60 16 10 1 
14 5 60 0 10 0 
(continued on next page) 
Ref. General 
No. Decorum 
Score 
15 6 
16 4 
17 6 
18 6 
19 6 
20 6 
21 6 
22 6 
23 4 
24 5 
25 6 
26 6 
27 6 
28 6 
29 4 
30 6 
31 4 
32 3 
33 4 
34 6 
35 6 
TABLE D-2 
Prestige Level II 
Housekeeping Participation 
Practices Potential 
Score Score 
70 7 
50 13 
70 8 
60# 10 
70 4 
70 7 
70 11 
60 6 
45 8 
70 16 
50 6 
70 7 
70 9 
60 4 
60 4 
70 15 
45 1 
60 8 
50 8 
55 10 
60 13 
(continued on next page) 
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Connnunity Org. '1 
Satisfaction Member-
Score ships 
40 1 
30 2 
40 0 
25 1 
40 0 
40 0 
30 0 
40 0 
40 0 
10 3 
40 0 
40 0 
40 1 
40 0 
10 0 
30 0 
30 1 
25 0 
20 0 
40 0 
30 0 
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TABLE D-2 (continued) 
Prestige Level II 
Ref. General Housekeeping Participation Community Org. '1 
No. Decorum Practices Potential Satisfaction Member-
Score Score Score Score ships 
36 6 70 16 40 0 
37 6 50 9 40 0 
38 2 35 6 30 0 
39 5 60 13 30 0 
40 4 50 8 40 0 
41 4 45 10 25 0 
42 4 25 11 30 0 
43 4 50 10 40 0 
44 6 70 15 25 0 
45 2 35 7 40 0 
46 2 35 4 40 0 
47 3 50 9 40 0 
48 6 60 11 30 0 
49 4 45 16 40 0 
50 4 35 9 25 0 
51 6 60 13 20 0 
52 6 55 10 40 0 
53 6 60 13 20 0 
54 6 70 11 40 0 
55 4 30 11 30 0 
(concluded on next page) 
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TABLE D-2 (concluded) 
Ref. General Housekeeping Participation Community Org. '1 
No. Decorum Practices Potential Satisfaction Member-
Score Score Score Score ships 
56 4 50 13 20 0 
57 5 50 4 40 0 
58 4 40 8 20 0 
59 4 45 9 40 0 
60 6 70 13 20 0 
61 4 50 13 20 0 
62 6 60 14 40 2 
63 4 50 8 20 0 
64 6 60 8 40 0 
65 6 60 13 30 0 
66 4 50 10 30 0 
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TABLE D-3 
Prestige Level III 
Indi vidual Scores Recorded for 49 Residents on 
Personal Characteristics 
Ref. General Housekeeping Participation Community Org. '1 
No. Decorum Practices Potential Satisfaction Member-
Score Score Score Score ships 
67 4 45 10 25 0 
68 4 50 10 30 0 
69 6 60 4 20 0 
70 6 60 8 30 0 
71 4 45 13 30 0 
72 3 50 13 20 0 
73 6 60 13 20 0 
74 6 50 1 20 0 
75 4 50 10 40 0 
76 6 60 7 40 0 
77 6 45 3 10 0 
78 6 70 8 40 0 
79 6 60 6 40 0 
80 3 45 11 25 0 
81 4 50 6 40 0 
82 6 50 5 40 0 
83 4 55 9 20 0 
84 4 20 9 30 0 
85 6 55 9 30 0 
86 4 40 7 30 0 
(contined on next page) 
146 
TABLE D-3 (continued) 
Prestige Level III 
Ref. General Housekeeping Participation Community Org. '1 
No. Decorum Practices Potential Satisfaction Member-
Score Score Score Score ships 
87 6 70 4 30 0 
88 5 45 1 25 0 
89 4 30 10 30 0 
90 6 50 1 40 0 
91 4 60 9 40 0 
92 4 45 8 25 0 
93 5 60 4 40 0 
94 4 50 4 30 0 
95 6 55 12 40 0 
96 4 60 1 30 0 
97 4 45 10 40 0 
98 4 50 12 30 0 
99 4 60 4 40 0 
100 6 50 10 20 0 
101 4 50 13 30 0 
102 6 60 10 40 0 
103 6 70 10 30 0 
104 4 50 10 40 0 
105 6 70 4 30 0 
106 5 30 0 25 0 
107 4 20 0 10 0 
(concluded on next page) 
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TABLE D-3 (concluded) 
Prestige Level III 
Ref. General Housekeeping Participation Community Org. '1 
No. Decorum Practices Potential Satisfaction Member-
Score Score Score Score ships 
108 4 60 4 40 0 
109 5 55 10 25 0 
110 5 55 4 25 0 
111 4 40 12 20 0 
112 6 70 0 30 0 
113 6 60 0 25 0 
114 6 50 4 10 0 
115 4 50 1 30 0 
APPENDIX E 
Variance Tables 
TABLE E-1 
Analysis of Variance For General Decorum 
Source of Variance 
Leaders 
Non-Leaders 
p <: .05 
X 
5.57 
4.89 
TABLE E-2 
SD 
.73 
1.12 
F 
4.75 
Analysis of Variance For General Decorum 
Source of Variance 
Level I 
Level II 
Level III 
p ::;;;>' .05 
X 
5.57 
4.90 
4.88 
SD 
.73 
1.23 
1.00 
F 
2.42 
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TABLE E-3 
Analysis of Variance For Housekeeping Practices 
Source of Variance 
Leaders 
Non-Leaders 
p L. .05 
X 
62.14 
53.56 
TABLE E-4 
SD 
6.74 
12.19 
F 
6.53 
Analysis of Variance For Housekeeping Practices 
Source of Variance 
Level I 
Level II 
Level III 
p ~ .05 
X 
62.14 
55.19 
51.84 
SD 
6.74 
12.09 
12.07 
F 
4.33 
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TABLE E-5 
Analysis of Variance For Satisfaction With The Community 
Source of Variance 
Leaders 
Non-Leaders 
p .c::. . 05 
X 
25.71 
30.84 
TABLE E-6 
SD 
10.33 
8.76 
F 
3.95 
Analysis of Variance For Satisfaction With The Community 
Source of Variance 
Level I 
Level II 
Level III 
p .05 
X 
25.71 
32.02 
29.59 
SD 
10.33 
8.78 
8.56 
F 
2.91 
TABLE E-7 
Analysis of Variance For Participation Potential 
Source of Variance 
Leaders 
Non-Leaders 
P ..<::::.. .OS 
X 
10.93 
8.26 
TABLE E-8 
SD 
4.46 
4.05 
F 
5.13 
Analysis of Variance For Participation Potential 
Source of Variance 
Level I 
Level II 
Level III 
p z.Ol 
X 
10.93 
9.62 
6.82 
SD 
4.46 
3.49 
4.09 
F 
9.21 
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ABSTRACT 
Introduction 
Social stratification is a well documented phenomenon 
in sociological literature; however, there is substantial 
recognition that under~tanding of the underlying principles 
is inadequate and incomplete. There is often confusion of 
general and specific types of stratification, and the most 
widely accepted stratification indices are based on studies 
of old, stable, and integrated communities. In the light of 
these limitations, there is an expressed need for (1) the 
investigation of various kinds of communities and (2) greater 
precision in defining the types of stratification studied. 
A socially heterogeneous, low income housing project, 
fictitiously designated Project HH, was selected as the field 
of study because a review of the literature did not reveal any 
such population as having been previously investigated. Using 
as a point of departure Max Weber's conceptualization of the 
three orders of stratification as manifested in political power, 
economic power and social status, this research confined itself 
to the question of social status. 
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Hypotheses 
The research was designed to test the following hypotheses: 
1. In a socially heterogeneous, low income, 
housing project community with no organized 
groups, social prestige will be determined 
by personal rather than social class attri-
butes. 
2. In a socially heterogeneous, low income, 
housing project community with no organized 
groups, persons of prestige will not consti-
tute a status group nor will they be so per-
ceived by the community. 
Method 
The investigation involved a scheduled interview with the 
family head of a random sample of twenty-one per cent of 508 
families, and with each person designated as a leader. The 
schedule requested information relative to (1) the tenant 1 s 
attitude toward living in the project, (2) the tenant's choice 
of three leaders and three friends living in the project, and 
(3) the tenant's willingness to participate in community im-
provement projects. 
Social prestige was defined in terms of the number of 
leadership choices received. The 14 persons receiving the 
highest number of choices were designated as leaders. Leaders 
were compared with non-leaders, and tests of significance were 
applied in regard to (1) personal and social attributes and (2) 
patterns of sociometric choices. 
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Findings and Conclusions 
No significant difference was found between leaders and 
non-leaders in terms of r ace, age, length of residence, source 
of income and family composition. Significantly, leaders were 
found to be better educated, showed greater interest in the 
community, adhered more closely to community values, and ex-
pressed less satisfaction with the community. 
The leaders did not react as a cohesive unit nor did the 
community so react to them. The significant occurrences of 
mutual choices of friends and clique formations which are asso-
ciated with social status groups were not present. In general 
social stratification was not found in the sense that persons 
of prestige confined their friendship choices to each other as 
is usually the case in the old, stable, heterogeneous communi-
ties; nor was there wide-spread social contacts as reportedly 
I 
observed in the homogeneous populations. The evidence here sug-
gests that the close proximity of diverse social elements in a 
low income,housing project community may well hamper the develop-
ment of social stratification. 
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Recommendations 
1. In the light of its brief nine year history, a 
series of studies should be carried out in Project HH to 
determine the influence of time on the prestige system. 
2. In light of the fact that two-thirds of the 
project population is below twenty-one years of age, a 
study should be made of the prestige system of the youth 
in the community. 
3. Investigations should be conducted in various 
types of communities to ascertain to what extent the ex-
pressions of satisfaction with the community by leaders 
are determined by the personalities of the leaders and to 
what extent by the objective characteristics of the community. 
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